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Abstract. Collocated interaction has received growing interest in both academic research and
the design of information and communication technological applications. An emergent re-
search topic within this area relates to technological enhancement of social interaction.
Various envisioned systems aim beyond simply enabling interaction, to actively enhance—i.e.,
improve the quality or extent of—social interaction between collocated people. However,
there is little understanding of the optimal design solutions and roles of technology consid-
ering this goal. This literature review outlines the landscape of design explorations in this
emergent research topic. We contribute an in-depth study of 92 publications that present
relevant solutions or prototypes, analyzing their focus areas, design objectives, and design and
evaluation approaches. To contribute with a new theoretical perspective, we identify various
roles of technology relevant for enhancement, representing three abstract categories: facilitat-
ing, inviting and encouraging. This review helps researchers to describe, analyze, and
position relevant prior research and identify gaps in scientiﬁc knowledge.
Keywords: Collocated interaction, Enhancement, Interactive systems, Literature review, Opportunistic
interaction, Proxemic interaction, Social computing, Social interaction
1. Introduction
Information and communication technology (ICT) has revolutionized how
people interact with each other irrespective of time and place. Over the last
decade, computer-mediated communication (CMC) has exploded with various
social media and online communication applications, which has allowed a
variety of new forms of mediated social interplay with remote others. Virtual
encounters between remote people are now commonplace (e.g., Bolton et al.
2013), ranging from plain text-based communication to those with rich
multimedia content (Macskassy 2012) and even virtual reality simulations
of face-to-face interaction (Schroeder 2002).
Computer Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW)
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At the same time, various ICTs and personal technologies1 are often used collab-
oratively by several collocated people, during social encounters. Considering the
groupware taxonomy by Ellis et al. (1991) and its two dimensions of time and place,
collocated social interaction focuses on scenarios of ‘same time, same place’, that is,
a synchronous interaction between individuals in close proximity. In the big picture
of technology development, this area has attracted less interest than technologies for
remote connectedness, and hence remains less explored and characterized. Only over
the last two decades, have researchers and product developers begun to consider how
technology could also support multi-user scenarios. Multi-player gaming consoles
and collaborative touch displays are just some prominent examples of this trend (e.g.,
Falk and Björk 1999; Memarovic et al. 2015). In particular, several academic
workshops have recently convened to discuss the directions for technology that
would better support collocated interaction (e.g., Fischer et al. 2016;
Jarusriboonchai et al. 2014b; Memarovic et al. 2012a).
1.1. Need for better technologies for collocated social interaction
Current technology can be argued to be suboptimal with respect to collocated social
interaction. To motivate the need for reconsidering current technologies, we identify
two broad wicked problems: (1) the use of current technology disrupting ongoing
social situations, and (2) lack of social interaction in collocated situations where it
would be desirable.
To elaborate the ﬁrst problem, people tend to interact with various personal
technologies in almost any social gathering. Frequent interactionwithmobile devices
has been noted to cause harmful social effects in situations where particularly familiar
people are collocated (Turkle 2011). With a smartphone in hand, Turkle argues, we
are only getting ‘sips’ of connection, not real communication. Notiﬁcations from
mobile devices have been criticized for disrupting interactions in close relationships
(Oduor et al. 2016). Ironically, it is often the interactions with remote others that
disrupt those with collocated others. Furthermore, while such socially detrimental
use of technology is often unintentional, the habit of snubbing someone in favor of a
personal device results from intentional user behavior where interaction with tech-
nology takes preference over that with people. Often considered socially unaccept-
able, preventing such behavior has received attention in various public debates and
campaigns, such as stop phubbing.2
Taking a critical communication scientiﬁc perspective, the remote and asynchro-
nous means of mediated communication can be considered as rudimentary simula-
tions of the multi-modal and nuanced face-to-face encounters. CMC systems
1 for brevity, from here onwards we use simply ‘technology’ to refer to various interactive technologies and
ICT devices and applications
2 http://stopphubbing.com/
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struggle to convey complex emotions as well as to satisfy important aspects of
relatedness and belonging (Ryan and Deci 2000), for example intimacy
(Hassenzahl et al. 2012). Computer-mediated communication and face-to-face con-
versations have been contrasted for decades, both in conceptual work (e.g., Baym
2015) and in empirical research (e.g., Bordia 1997; Kiesler et al. 1984). Early
experimental research hinted differences in, e.g., the quality of communication
performance, attitude change, and the evaluation of communication partner
(Bordia 1997). Recent experiments hint that face-to-face interactions increase pos-
itive mood and satisfy social belongingness more effectively than computer-
mediated interactions (Sacco and Ismail 2014). Misra et al. (2014) show that people
who have conversations without mobile devices reported higher levels of
connectedness and empathy than those who simultaneously use mobile devices.
Moreover, Caplan (2003) argues that ‘online social interaction’ (i.e., CMC) can
create feelings of isolation and emotional disconnection. Overall, while technologies
for remote connectedness have enabled previously unimaginable social possibilities,
their use seems to have introduced new social issues as side effects.
As for the second problem, there are numerous situations in everyday lifewhere social
interaction would be beneﬁcial, emotionally pleasing or otherwise desirable, at the same
time as non-existent or insufﬁcient social interactionwould be problematic. For example,
in work places and schools, collaboration is desirable from productivity or educational
perspectives (e.g., Alavi and Dillenbourg 2012). Management scientists argue that the
success of innovation activities requires productive co-creation and propinquity between
actors (RamaswamyandGouillart 2010).Within families ormarital relationships, there is
a need to maintain and strengthen emotional bonds (e.g., Epstein et al. 1993). Interaction
with strangers can also provide emotional satisfaction and increase the sense of commu-
nity in neighborhoods or within a state; however, while in some cultures or communities
there are strong norms to engage in small talk or mingling, in some others people might
lack the cultural acceptance or practices to do this.
From a societal viewpoint, lack of social interaction and social encounters can
contribute to general trends of disengagement from various communities and non-
participation that, for example, Robert Putnam provocatively discusses in Bowling
Alone (Putnam 2000). Similarly, Turkle (2011) and Cacioppo (2009) underline
phenomena related to increasing loneliness and a decreasing sense of community.
Goffman (1963) problematizes civil inattention in people’s behavior in public places,
which partly contributes to feelings of loneliness. To counteract such phenomena,
earlier research has looked into facilitating chance encounters of strangers in public
spaces to allow social serendipity and increase general social awareness (Rubin et al.
2011). Also, various community projects have been established to facilitate encoun-
ters and build bridges between different communities or cliques. For example, the
human library3 concept offers chances to meet with representatives of various
3 http://humanlibrary.org/
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minorities, hence building a positive framework to challenge stereotypes and preju-
dices. We consider the notion of non-interaction as a motivation to also stimulate
collocated social interaction with technological solutions.
These two broad conundrums are only a few of the issues that motivate the design
of better technologies for social situations where direct human-to-human interaction
takes place. It remains an open challenge for the CSCW and HCI communities to
understand how to design technologies that provide opportunities to bring people
together, counteract some of the negative consequences of current technologies, or
otherwise better cater for collocated social interaction.
1.2. Towards enhancement of collocated social interaction
The early research on collocated interaction seems to focus on enablingmulti-device
and multi-user interaction in group settings (Hinckley 2003) and supporting collab-
oration with interpersonal awareness devices (Holmquist et al. 1999). More recently,
scholars have looked into, for example, interaction techniques that are suitable for
group-based interactions with technology (Lucero et al. 2011). Overall, the ﬁelds of
HCI and CSCW have a signiﬁcant history of developing systems that involve
multiple users interacting with shared interfaces and interactive spaces.
Interestingly, some of the prior research seems to adopt a stance on what we chose
to term as enhancement of collocated social interaction. While the role of technology
is conventionally restricted to passively mediating or enabling social interaction, a
growing body of publications explore design concepts that play a new role of
somehow improving the quality or extent of social interaction between collocated
people. Prior research has especially contributed with various creative ideas and
system prototypes. An example of seminal work is by Churchill et al. (2004) who
deployed a conference information system with an intention to facilitate interaction
among researchers and practitioners at the venue. Examples of more recent relevant
prototypes include a wearable matchmaking device to initiate conversations between
conference attendees by Chen and Abouzied (2016) and a multi-player mobile game
for facilitating an icebreaking activity in small groups by Jarusriboonchai et al.
(2016a). Choi et al. (2011) present a prototype for enriching face-to-face communi-
cation with a new channel of self-presentation, which seems to be another common
vein of research. Also, ethnographic insights on people’s behavior in typical contexts
for collocated interaction have been reported (e.g., Fosh et al. 2016; Porcheron et al.
2016).
However, to date, there are neither extensive overviews of relevant empirical work
nor proper conceptualizations of this emergent topic. While a new research topic
seems to be emerging, there is little understanding of its characteristics and intellec-
tual enigmas. What are the key research and design problems, what kind of
approaches are taken in the proposed solutions, how are the various contributions
connected, and what research gaps exist? While the previous subsections highlight
some relevant but general problems, the more speciﬁc problems that such
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technologies try—or should try—to solve remain uncharted. Without a proper
overview of the history, it is challenging to build on the existing knowledge and
design other appropriate yet novel contributions.
Furthermore, aside from general theories and concepts in social sciences,
theoretical contributions that are speciﬁc to this topic seem to be rare. Lundgren
et al. (2015) make an exception, introducing a framework for helping to redesign
technology to better suit collocated users. Consequently, the design explorations are
often based on a rather thin understanding of speciﬁc problems or characteristics
related to social interaction, as we will demonstrate throughout this review. The lack
of speciﬁc theorizations is also evident in the relatively obscure use of terminology
across the prior work.While theoretical foundations can indeed be drawn from social
sciences and communication sciences—e.g., Goffman (1963) or Sacks (1992)—the
topic seems to lack the established vocabulary for more speciﬁc phenomena and
concepts. Already, the fundamental term collocated interaction is rather broadly
used. Some papers focus on several collocated people primarily interacting with a
technological artifact, for example the proactive system by Ju et al. (2008). In such
examples ‘collocated interaction’ might refer to human-computer interactions rather
than human-human interactions. Others focus on collocated people interacting with
an artefact as well as with each other, such as the TellTable by Cao et al. (2010). The
direct human-human interactions and mediated human-human interactions often
intermix with human-computer interactions. Similarly, the role of technology in
collocated social interaction lacks consistency and clarity. Terms like ‘encourage’,
‘support’ or ‘trigger’ interaction are used to refer to the intended social inﬂuence of
various systems. Some papers state encouraging social interaction as the aim but in
reality, the concrete objectives or the presented design contributions are more
modest; what is termed as encouragement may in fact be about providing a techno-
logical platform to interact. To clarify the terminological tapestry in this topic,
Section 2 provides further conceptual background and the deﬁnitions based onwhich
we initiated our review.
1.3. Goals and contributions of the paper
The primary goal of this work is to provide an account of proposed design solutions
and prototypes in the emergent research topic of enhancing collocated social
interaction with technology.
We argue that HCI, as a design-centric discipline, beneﬁts from retrospective
design critique. This helps to understand what the focus of past work was and where
the design explorations failed or succeeded. We aim to identify general trends and
research gaps in this topic and understand which problems have been addressed and
what kind of perspectives and approaches have been taken in constructive design
research. Secondly, we aim to provide an overview of the most central theoretical and
conceptual work related to this inter-disciplinary topic. This helps us to unpack the
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concept of enhancement in this context and provide a more ﬁne-grained vocabulary
of related design objectives and approaches.
To concretize the primary goal, the objectives of our analysis were to understand
and categorize:
1. the intended context of use and user groups of the proposed prototypes (for
what and for whom to design);
2. the social design objectives or goals of the proposed prototypes (why design);
3. the design approaches to address the goals (how to design); and
4. the approaches to evaluate the proposed prototypes (how to study).
These objectives are based on our observations regarding a lack of clarity of the
research landscape before starting the review; however, they are also viewpoints that
HCI and CSCWas ﬁelds are generally interested in. Our iterative analysis process led
to focusing on the questions of why and how to design as they proved to be
particularly fruitful for analysis and follow-up theorization.
As for the secondary goal of outlining the theoretical landscape, Section 2 pro-
vides an overview of theories and concepts that we consider relevant for conceptu-
alizing this topic and initiating a systematic review. However, the treatment of theory
is purposefully limited by scope. The broader theoretical basis of such an interdis-
ciplinary topic can become immensely extensive when covering social and behav-
ioral sciences, pedagogy, management sciences, and so forth. Creating a compre-
hensive theoretical overview calls for more extensive writings after the boundaries of
the topic have been outlined in this empirically oriented review.
This paper contributes a fresh perspective on the research area of collocated
interaction, by reviewing designs that take an active role related to enhancing social
interaction. As an empirical contribution, we provide an in-depth analysis of the
focus areas, design objectives and approaches in the designs and follow-up evalua-
tion studies of 92 publications. As theoretical contributions, ﬁrst we synthesize a
broad range of literature to conceptualize and theorize the topic, and second, we
propose a hierarchical categorization and conceptualization of the various roles and
design approaches related to enhancement. We believe the review helps researchers
to analyze, describe and position relevant prior research, identify gaps in scientiﬁc
knowledge, and design more appropriate technologies for collocated social
interaction.
2. Deﬁnitions and perspectives
To provide a theoretical basis and tentative conceptualization of the research topic,
we will next discuss the three aspects that we consider to primarily characterize it:
collocation, social interaction, and enhancement. These serve as perspectives to help
identify relevant research and analyze the gathered corpus. Furthermore, in 2.3 we
provide an overview of earlier work that focuses on enabling rather than enhancing
collocated social interaction.
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2.1. Collocation and proxemics
The concept of collocation is deﬁned by physical proximity between people. The
research topic of collocated interaction thus addresses the synchronous and direct
interaction between people who are in close proximity. Edward Hall’s concept of
proxemics (Hall 1963) deﬁnes different levels of this issue. The public distance
(approx. 4 m or more) is used for public speaking, the social distance (approx. 1-
4 m) for interactions among acquaintances, the personal distance (approx. 0.5-1 m) for
interactions among good friends or family, and the intimate distance (0–0.5 m) for
embracing, touching or whispering. Hall further studied the culturally dependent use
of space and how physical measures like distance, orientation, and posture mediate
and comprehend interpersonal interactions. Ballendat et al. (2010) extend this theo-
retical space by further discussing the concept of proxemics, which refers to the spatial
relationships in general, and the concept of proxemic interaction, which refers to
devices with ﬁne-grained knowledge of nearby people and other devices. The authors
consider proximity not only from the viewpoint of position or distance but also of
orientation, movement and identity. All in all, these frameworks help design technol-
ogy that can identify which devices (or people) are collocated and to which degree.
For the purposes of this review, we base our understanding of collocation on the
abovementioned deﬁnitions. In addition to covering the given distances and dimen-
sions of proxemics, we argue that collocated interaction could consider one additional
type of distance, the nearby distance of approx. 10-100m. Technology could also play
a role in motivating nearby people (for example not in the line of sight of each other
but nevertheless in the vicinity) to get physically closer and, possibly, initiate interac-
tion with each other. This is motivated by the fact that our corpus contains several so-
called social proximity applications that explored this distance type with Bluetooth-
and Wi-Fi-based connectivity (e.g., Persson et al. 2005). Furthermore, so-called
People Nearby Applications like Tinder and Happn have become popular for romantic
partnering purposes, aiming to bring people together (e.g., Hsiao and Dillahunt 2017).
Many such systems build on the seminal proximity matchmaking device Lovegety,
already introduced in Japan at the end of 90’s (Iwatani 1998).
From a language viewpoint, it is worth mentioning that there is a fair amount of
confusion about the spelling of the word ‘collocated’.4While this dilemma is best left
to language theorists, in this paper we consider the various versions as synonyms,
4 Some works use the term ‘colocated’ or ‘co-located’ but the meanings behind the terms seem to be the same.
For example, Goffman deﬁnes ‘co-located’ as ‘a circumstance when people are present together sharing a
physical space’ (Goffman 1963). Then again, the Oxford English Dictionary only considers the version
‘collocate’ and deﬁnes it in the following manner:‘trans. To place side by side, or in some relation to each
other; to arrange.’The same word, however, can be used to describe the linguistic phenomenon:‘Linguistics.
To place (a word) with (another word) so as to form a collocation.’The usage of the verb ‘collocate’ to describe
the physical proximity of two or more things or people is classiﬁed as ‘rare’ by the Oxford Dictionary of
English. This could explain why some authors used alternate spellings to avoid confusion. Additionally, some
American English dictionaries permit the alternate spelling ‘colocated’.
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and we use ‘collocated’ simply for consistency and do not argue for or against either
of the versions.
2.2. Facets of social interaction
Our initial observations of publications on the topic hinted that the research contributions
cover a variety of different types of interpersonal interaction that can be seen to come
under collocated social interaction. Unfortunately, the terminology seems to be rather
eclectic also in this respect: publications in the surveyed area are bristling with terms like
communication, dialogue, face-to-face interaction, collaboration, cooperation, and co-
creation, but typically leave their exact meanings undeﬁned. While there are various
deﬁnitions for these terms (e.g., Dillenbourg 1999) they are rarely used in the papers.We
argue that understanding the richness of related concepts and phenomena with respect to
social interaction is crucial when designing technology that aims to intervene it.
Social sciences research presents frameworks that help to conceptualize collocat-
ed social interaction for CSCW and HCI. Face-to-face interaction, according to
Goffman (1959), refers to the reciprocal inﬂuence of individuals upon one another’s
actions when in one another’s immediate physical presence. This covers, for exam-
ple, intensive conversations between people familiar with each other, small talk and
mingling with strangers, and joint embodied activities that reach beyond speaking,
such as physical cooperation and affectionate actions. In other words, engaging in
conversation can be argued to constitute a large portion of collocated social
interactions but represents only a part of the spectrum. In the context of public
spaces, Ludvigsen (2005) provides a conceptualization of what could be seen as
levels of social interaction: from ‘distributed focus’ to ‘shared attention’, ‘dialogue’
and ﬁnally ‘collective action’ (for example, from multiple individuals engaging in
their own activities to brief face-to-face encounters like a greeting, dyadic or group-
based conversations, and joint play, respectively). Such interaction can take place
between various numbers of actors: e.g., in dyads (one-to-one), in groups of various
size, or as one-to-many broadcasting like in public speaking.
In Behavior in Public Places, Goffman (1963) drew a line between unfocused vs.
focused gatherings. In focused gatherings ‘the participants are organized so that they
are maintaining among themselves a jointly sustained focus of attention’ (e.g., a
conversation), while in unfocused gatherings ‘no such focus can be discerned and the
various participants are pursuing separate lines of concern’ (e.g., pedestrians on a city
street). Following this thread, Ludvigsen (2005) also discusses layers of rules that
deﬁne the interaction and its timespan from the viewpoint of technology. According
to Ludvigsen, when applying Goffman’s concepts, the occasion is considered as the
social construct of an event; what we already know or should know about the
conduct at a given event (e.g., behavioral norms at a rock concert). The situation
then is the speciﬁc manifestation of the occasion, and everyone entering the situation
is accessible to the other participants in the situation. The encounter or the face-to-
face engagement is the smallest unit of social interaction that consists of few people
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currently present in front of each other, focusing on a shared object or activity and
deﬁning situational norms that shape the interaction.
Overall, the breadth of social settings and the factors affecting social interaction
become very extensive when considering various perspectives in social sciences.
Social behavior in any of the aforementioned settings is shaped by various situational
settings and practices, collective and perceived social norms (Lapinski and Rimal
2005), subtle nuances in non-verbal communication (Argyle 1972), and various
structures and roles and the role strain (Goode 1960) they inﬂict in group situations.
Technology might appropriately support some settings (e.g., giving a public speech
to a large audience) but be a nuisance in others (e.g., in deep conversations in close
relationships). To ground these various perspectives to HCI vocabulary, the factors
constitute a key part of what is referred to as social context (Mantovani 1996;
Jumisko-Pyykkö and Vainio 2012).
We initiated the review by considering ‘collocated social interaction’ as an
umbrella term that refers to all kinds of purposeful interpersonal communication that
takes place in close physical proximity between two or more persons, and we
planned to elaborate the various facets of focused interactions and situations with a
bottom-up categorization. We agree with Stromer-Galley (2004) who proposes that
the interactivity between people and the interactivity between people and technology
should be conceptually distinguished. Therefore, we use the shorter term ‘collocated
interaction’ to refer to a broader spectrum of interactions in close proximity, both
between people and technologies.
2.3. Enhancement: beyond technologies that enable
We have not found a proper deﬁnition for any speciﬁc term that covers the kind of
inﬂuences that we aim to unearth in this paper. For initiating the review, we
considered enhancement as an umbrella term that refers to the idea of:
technology not only enabling social interaction but taking an active role in
deliberately attempting to improve its quality, value or extent.
Grudin states in his CSCW overview (2010) that, ‘digital technology is no longer
conﬁned to a support role; it is integral to many activities’. Being integral, we argue,
affords an expansion of the roles and positions that technology can take, also in the
context of interpersonal interaction. Benford et al. (2000) presents a relevant frame-
work by discussing different approaches to the design of shared interfaces. In their
paper about children exploring the possibilities of collaborating, the authors distin-
guish between approaches of enabling collaboration, subtle encouragement, and
enforcement of collaboration (e.g., demanding that two children synchronize their
actions in order to succeed). The notions of encouragement and enforcement relate to
how we considered the concept of enhancement when starting the review: with
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technology not only enabling or allowing interaction to take place but taking an
active role in enhancing it.
To further clarify the boundaries between enabling vs. enhancing, the following
provides an overview of some traditional veins of research in HCI and CSCW that we
consider as technologies for enabling interaction. Many conventional technologies
provide a shared focus (or ‘shared attention’ as termed by Ludvigsen (2005)), which
makes it possible for people to also engage in social interaction. This is a common
approach in research on the collaborative use of interactive devices, such as interactive
tabletops and surfaces. For example, Hinrichs and Carpendale (2011) present a public
tabletop display with multi-touch interaction to be used simultaneously by several
passersby; also other form factors have been explored (e.g., interactive ﬂoors by Graves
Petersen et al. (2005)). Terrenghi et al. (2009) present an overview of such systems and
contribute a taxonomy to consider when designing for multi-user shared displays. The
shared output could provide relevant public information to collocated users and, as a
result, the information could lead to users also interacting with each other. In addition,
many primarily personal devices permit shared experiences, especially for leisure
purposes like gaming (e.g., Szentgyorgyi et al. 2008). Pearson et al. (2015) explore
the use of smartwatches as public displays, i.e., the social use of traditionally personal
devices. Chong et al. (2014) present an extensive survey of establishing ad hoc virtual
connections between several personal devices, which corroborates the existence of a
vast body of prior research on such enabling technologies. Overall, while social
interaction might result as a side effect of several users interacting with the same
device, such technology does not explicitly and intentionally aim to enhance social
interaction. Various interactive technologies allow for joint experiences and the
development of local communities, as envisioned by Struppek (2006) in their review.
Another relevant line of work focuses on augmenting traditionally personal user
experiences with social elements like cooperation or co-play. Here, social interplay is
regarded as a tool for augmenting the experience, not necessarily the main goal. For
example, Esbjörnsson et al. (2004) present a prototype for making the rather solitary
activity of motorcycling more social by creating opportunities for encounters and
providing subtle forms of interaction with other nearby motorcyclists. The solution
supports people in meeting casually by providing a shared focus on an interesting
novel technology. In the paper by Szymanski et al. (2008) enrichment of experience
is not only for experiential purposes but also for a pragmatic purpose of enhancing
learning. Finally, so-called locative media, which mixes realities and blurs the barrier
between the physical and the virtual world, is often explored in order to augment
people’s experiences in real places through relevant geo-tagged information
(Bilandzic and Foth 2012). Pokemon Go5 and Ingress6 are examples of publicly
5 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pok%C3%A9mon_Go
6 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ingress_(video_game)
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known manifestations of this, and recent research has indicated that such games can
effectively inspire social encounters in public spaces (Paasovaara et al. 2017).
Now, moving towards enhancement, designs that we consider represent
this idea share the premise that technology could deliberately, e.g., increase,
intensify, encourage, trigger, or enrich collocated social interaction in such a
way that it desirably affects the interaction setting or the involved person’s
behavior. Different authors seem to use different terms to refer to such active
stances of technology, depending on the speciﬁc intention or context of
interaction. Our intention was not to survey the use of terms from a
linguistics perspective but to analyze the different kinds of roles or positions
related to social enhancement that have been proposed for technology in this
context. For example, the social interaction setting could be amended from
strongly technology-mediated human-human interaction to more direct
human-human interaction where technology plays only a minor role in the
background (e.g., Soute et al. 2010).
The aims of enhancement could be said to resemble the general idea of
persuasive technology (Fogg 2002), which, broadly deﬁned, refers to technology
that is designed to change what people think and do. While some similarities
between designing for persuasion and enhancing collocated interaction can be
identiﬁed (e.g., the use of triggers), one cannot simply reduce enhancement of
social interaction to persuading to talk. In this context, persuasion might take
place temporarily and in a short-term perspective; for example, technology
could provide a cue as to what to talk about (e.g., the wearable display by
Falk and Björk (1999)) or suggest relevant social matches between collocated
strangers and hence nudge the users to spark off a new encounter. However, the
intended effect might not be long-term, which is the usual aim of persuasive
technology. We regard enhancement of social interaction as a different design
goal than turning one into a more extroverted person.
Finally, it is worth noting that non-technical solutions and human-based actions,
rather than technological ones, might seem better suited for positively intervening in
many practices of social interaction. Non-technical solutions could involve, for
example, the deﬁnition of social policies or regulations, the introduction of spaces
better suited for social interaction, consultancy and training, or human facilitation of
group activities (for example, facilitated icebreaking games). This review focuses on
the technology-based prototypes that researchers from technologically oriented
disciplines envision to yield in positive social effects. Whether technology can
meaningfully take such a role or not was a key question driving this research.
3. Review methodology
The review was an iterative process of identiﬁcation, ﬁltering, and analysis of the
publications of interest. This section describes our approach to the systematic review,
the inclusion criteria, and the main phases of the process.
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3.1. Systematic review approach
The intended scope of publications was approached with two review methods: (1)
systematically identifying relevant papers while browsing all the issues in the Journal
of Computer-Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW) and all the conference proceed-
ings of CSCW and European CSCW; (2) extending the resulting set of papers with
other relevant papers that the authors were already aware of or found in other
publication forums and by performing forward and backward citation analysis of
key publications. Considering our primary goal, CSCW conferences and journals
can be considered as central fora for constructive design research about information
technology in social interaction. While communities in, e.g., social and behavioral
sciences present relevant theoretical and ethnographical contributions, such disci-
plines rarely propose technological solutions or construct prototypes. Furthermore,
as this paper is intended particularly for the CSCW community, we considered it
important to focus on design solutions that match the quality criteria and methodo-
logical traditions of the community. This called for systematically going through the
publications from the past three decades in the selected fora. However, due to the
multi-disciplinarity and diversity in publishing practices, many relevant publications
were known to be published in various other outlets (e.g., other HCI related
conferences and journals), which implied extending the scope of our search.
It is noteworthy that we initially attempted keyword-based search as an alternative
approach. However, if the vocabulary related to the target research topic is not well
established, deﬁning a valid list of search terms becomes very challenging. After
failing to identify a comprehensive yet manageable list of keywords from 30 relevant
publications familiar to the authors prior to the review, we concluded that a keyword-
based search would not only omit a number of relevant publications but also produce
an unmanageable amount of noise in the literature corpus. Moreover, earlier reviews
have implied that keyword-based searches in multidisciplinary ﬁelds like HCI and
CSCW are methodologically very challenging (e.g., Väänänen-Vainio-Mattila et al.
2015). In contrast, we argue that the review process that we employed produced a
sufﬁciently extensive list of relevant publications to permit the analysis we were
aiming at.
3.2. Review process
The whole review process was conducted in close collaboration by the six authors.
We utilized researcher triangulation throughout the process: all the papers included in
the ﬁnal corpus were read through by at least two, often three, of us. This increased
the accuracy of the inclusion/exclusion process as well as helped us avoid situations
where someone would judge the relevance of their own papers. All the papers were
tabulated in a shared spreadsheet, which helped with the accumulation of details and
analysis throughout the process and allowed transparency regarding which papers
were to be included or excluded.
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3.2.1. Inclusion criteria
We deﬁned the following criteria for the target scope of the publication corpus, based
on the conceptualization presented in Section 2:
1. The paper was to be peer-reviewed, covering journal papers, full or short papers
in conferences, and books or book chapters (excluding, e.g., contributions to
workshops and poster papers).
2. The focus was to be on collocated social interaction. We included papers about
bringing nearby people together into a face-to-face encounter. In other words,
the work could not address primarily remote interaction.
3. The type of technology or intervention was to be about information technology.
This implies that physical artifacts like board games and furniture, as well as
non-technological services or art were excluded. The form factor, technical
features or interaction techniques could be of any kind.
4. The paper was to propose one or several solutions: design concepts, mockups,
prototypes or fully functional systems. Rare examples of ethnographical and
theoretical work in this topic are covered in Sections 1–2.
5. Enhancing social interaction was required to be a focus of the paper. It was to
incorporate a deliberate intention to enhance collocated interaction, regardless
of the terminology used. Following our rationale in Section 2.2, all kinds of
social interactions and encounters were considered.
The ﬁrst four requirements could be relatively easily assessed by reading the
papers. The last one left room for subjective interpretation, which we addressed
through iterative discussion. As for the various facets of enhancement, we included
all papers that we agreed matched our initial deﬁnition of enhancing collocated
interaction.
3.2.2. Accumulation of the corpus
The selection process consisted of three main phases, after which a detailed analysis
of the resulting papers was conducted, as described in Figure 1. The initial inclusion
was carried out by browsing the titles, abstracts and keywords of the conference
proceedings and journal issues of:
& The Journal of CSCW (until Vol. 26, Issue 3, June 2017): Approx. 460
publications
& CSCW (1986–2017): Approx. 1450 publications
& ECSCW (1989–2017): Approx. 330 publications
We reviewed the title and abstract to deﬁne the initially perceived relevance on
four levels (very relevant, relevant, somewhat relevant, irrelevant). This phase was
carried out by four researchers in October 2015, and the more recent proceedings and
issues were reviewed in June 2016 and in December 2017 while revising the
manuscript, resulting in approximately 110 papers. In the ﬁrst exclusion round each
paper was read in more detail by another researcher to reassess the relevance. We
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included 39% of the listed publications for further analysis. The relatively low
inclusion rate shows the importance of judging the papers not only based on the
title, abstract and keywords. The majority of the excluded papers were, in contrast to
our ﬁrst impression, either about remote interaction, or the content of the paper did
not address social interaction but, for example, technology exploration. For example,
Kelly et al. (2017) conducted an ethnography about the types of effort people
appreciate from signiﬁcant others in direct face-to-face communication. While the
ethnography could have inspired artefacts supporting collocated interaction, their
design guidance and technological visions focus on remote communication.
The resulting list of papers was limited andmany relevant papers we already knew
were missing as they had been published outside the CSCW community. To enrich
the corpus, we continued by opportunistically listing relevant papers wewere already
familiar with (e.g., having cited them, authored them, or otherwise encountered them
during previous research activities and when planning for the review). Additionally,
for approximately ten papers that were considered highly relevant we performed an
opportunistic backward and forward citation analysis (i.e., browsing the papers they
had cited and those that had cited the paper in question). However, this did not prove
to be particularly fruitful because most of the papers in the corpus are fairly recent,
thus were not cited a lot, and because many papers cited largely the same prior work.
All in all, the collective opportunistic phase of the review effort resulted in 120
additional papers. This phase was carried out in February–June 2016 by six re-
searchers and completed in December 2017 while preparing the ﬁnal manuscript.
3.2.3. Analysis of the corpus
Finally, to analyze the resulting list of papers with respect to our research questions
(second exclusion round), the papers were read thoroughly to reassess their
Figure 1. Overview of the selection process of the corpus, aiming to identify papers that
present a solution (prototype) for enhancing collocated social interaction. The numbers in the
early phases of the process are rounded off to the closest ten.
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relevance. Approximately 10% of the papers proved not to be relevant after all, after
which the corpus consisted of 92 papers altogether. Furthermore, while reading the
papers, the analysis scheme was reﬁned. We started by deﬁning a tentative analysis
scheme based on the research questions and insights gathered so far. To test and
reﬁne the scheme and reconsider which aspects can actually be identiﬁed from the
papers, we ﬁrst analyzed a subset of 35 randomly selected papers. This was followed
by a systematic analysis of all the remaining papers, which took place in April–
December 2016 and was slightly revised based on the reviewers’ comments in
December 2017.
The theories and concepts presented in Section 2 (e.g., Hall’s proximity distances
or Ludvigsen’s levels of interaction) were originally considered to provide relevant
frameworks for top-down analysis with predeﬁned categories. However, the afore-
mentioned analysis of 35 randomly selected papers indicated that such aspects could
not be reliably inferred from most of the papers. Therefore, the analysis scheme as
well as the categories in the analysis were formed based on bottom-up identiﬁcation
of common themes relevant to our research questions. The perspectives in the ﬁnal
analysis scheme include focus areas (context of use and user group), types of utilized
technology, social design objectives, design approaches, and evaluation approaches.
Considering for example the design objectives, the papers were not categorized
according to what kind of design goals or objectives had been deﬁned by the authors
but according to a set of themes, ‘a vocabulary’, that emerged in the process. While
no particular theories were used in forming the categories, our thinking was naturally
affected by the extensive literature outlined in the previous sections. For all the
perspectives, each paper was allocated to one or several categories, and the resulting
labels were quantiﬁed across the publication corpus. In some cases, we could identify
a paper to ﬁt into several categories; for example, the target user group of a paper
could be students on the one hand and event participants on the other.
4. Overview to the corpus and focus areas
Altogether 92 papers constitute the publication corpus analyzed in this review. The
corpus is published as an open Mendeley library.7
4.1. Bibliographical overview
The corpus portrays a broad spectrum of contributions over the last two decades.
Looking closer at the temporal distribution of the works (see Figure 2), it can be
observed that our review includes a few works from the early days of the HCI ﬁeld, a
considerable number of papers from the years 2005–2013 and a large amount of
7 https://www.mendeley.com/community/collocated-social-interaction-review/
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recent work. This conﬁrms our observation of the recent increased interest in
collocated interaction in general and particularly in the aspect of enhancement.
The relatively high number of publications indicates that structuring the knowl-
edge in the ﬁeld is indeed required. First, we investigate in which publication venues
the corpus papers were published.
Table 1 presents the distribution of publication venues in the corpus. The CSCW
conference is most prominently featured in our data set (partly due to the review
methodology) with the CHI conference not far behind. This shows that collocated
Table 1. The distribution of the publication venues of papers in the corpus.
Publication venue # of papers
CSCW 20
CHI 17
Other conferencea 31
Other journal or magazineb 11
MobileHCI 8
JCSCW 4
Books 1
In total 92
aLess than 3 papers in the corpus per conference series
bLess than 3 papers in the corpus per journal or magazine
Figure 2. Timeline of the publication years of the papers in the corpus. Note that 2016 and
2017 are not fully covered by the review methodology, as reported in Section 3.
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interaction is receiving attention in the core fora of the HCI area. At the same time,
the distribution implies that there are no clearly preferred outlets for publishing work
on collocated interaction. Many papers were spread among the proceedings of
various specialized conferences (e.g., ACM GROUP; Tangible, Embedded, and
Embodied Interaction (TEI); Mobile and Ubiquitous Multimedia (MUM);
Ubicomp), meaning that the topic is approached by many disciplines and commu-
nities. Interestingly, the share of MobileHCI papers is rather high considering the
comparably low publication volume of the conference series. However, we also note
that the authors of the review are active in that community, which most likely
produced a bias.
Considering the types of contribution that the papers offer, by design of the review,
the majority of the papers presents one or several prototypes and their evaluation.
However, the corpus varies greatly with respect to level of detail of description and
level of ﬁdelity of a presented solution. The presented prototypes span from devel-
opment of fully-ﬂedged systems (e.g., Bluetooth-based systems like DigiDress
(Persson et al. 2005)) to futuristic ideas on conceptual level (e.g., Mireya Silva
et al. 2015)). For simplicity, in the following we refer to any such as prototypes.
Interestingly, only few papers included some sort of ethnography or studies of
current interaction practices or user needs considering collocated social settings;
most solutions are hence not guided by the authors’ own empirical research. We
argue this is well in line with the share of different research contributions generally in
HCI. Examples of insightful ethnographies that focus on this topic and do not rush to
propose speciﬁc solutions are the work by Mayer et al. (2015) and Kytö and
McGookin (2017) (not included in the analyzed corpus). The former explores how
contextual information available on today’s mobile phones could be used to identify
opportunities for people to make valuable new connections. The latter studied how
people would create so called Digital Selfs and present them through augmented
reality interfaces in multi-party interactions. In addition to the detailed analysis of
people’s perceptions and expectations, they present guidance for the design of future
multi-party digital augmentations. However, while such studies would direct towards
more targeted and well-justiﬁed designs, listing all relevant ethnographical research
is not in the focus of this paper.
Additionally, although collocated interaction could be seen as a wicked problem,
we identiﬁed only few papers that explicitly employ design-based research that aim
to produce knowledge through working on complex design problems in non-
reductive ways (Bardzell et al. 2015). Notably, Taylor et al. (2007) conducted co-
design workshops with families to understand the design of family photo displays.
Reﬂecting on their process, they were able to unpack the design constraints involved
in designing situated artefacts for the home. Another observation is that a number of
papers provide only technical descriptions of systems or unimplemented concepts of
future interaction. For example, Paay and Kjeldskov (2008) conducted extensive
experience studies, but their design contribution consisted only of initial paper
prototypes. These two observations imply that developing technical artefacts that
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aim to affect social interaction is challenging both in terms of technological enablers
and as a design challenge.
4.2. Focus areas
This section reports the focus of the work presented in the papers, covering contexts
of use and target user groups.We describe the trends in the corpus and offer examples
of papers representative of our ﬁndings.
4.2.1. Contexts of use
The papers were categorized according to the context of use (or application area, as
termed by some papers) of the proposed prototypes. It is noteworthy that most papers
in the corpus do not specify a detailed focus context but, rather, many prototypes are
intended as generic services to cater for a variety of physical, social and activity
contexts. In fact, in more than a quarter (28/92) of the cases there was no speciﬁc
context deﬁned for the use of the prototype, i.e., it could be used in any contextwhere
encounters between people are feasible (e.g., Choi et al. 2011; Ko et al. 2016).
Public space (18/92), i.e., anywhere outdoors or indoors where people have free
access, was the second most common category. Public spaces may enable different
levels of sociability, ranging from passive to active engagement. This can be done, for
example, using public displays, such as in Memarovic et al.,‘s work (Memarovic et al.
2012b) or interactive installations (e.g. Balestrini et al. 2016). As part of social context,
such systems attempt to attract people to act publicly, in which case the sociability
becomes visible. On the other hand, mobile applications used in public spaces may
allow less explicit social activities such as sharing and augmenting places in a city
(Paay and Kjeldskov 2008). Even though people are often uninterested in social
activity in public spaces, these contexts can be rich with people, and researchers have
seen opportunities to explore new forms of collocated social interaction.
The next twomost frequent contexts of use were work place (12) and classroom or
university (14). Prototypes for the work context often relate to knowledge sharing
(e.g., Mencarini et al. 2012) or collaboration (e.g., Bødker and Christiansen 2006).
Educational contexts may be bound to a shared display in a physical classroom (e.g.,
Dickey-Kurdziolek et al. 2010) or they may be used together with a mobile device,
allowing a more ubiquitous support for collocated interactions in education (e.g.,
Kreitmayer et al. 2013). Furthermore, within these 26 examples of corporate or
educational contexts there were six prototypes meant for organized events; particu-
larly academic conferences have often been used as a target context (e.g., Chen and
Abouzied 2016).
It is noteworthy that educational and working contexts are likely to generate
opportune moments for social interactions but they are also quite familiar for
researchers, which may increase their prevalence in the corpus. Nevertheless, for
educational and corporate contexts, there is often a systemic interest to enhance
interaction; while the pupils/employees might not be concerned, the teachers/
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managers might consider enhanced social interaction as an organizational goal that
leads to better results.
In addition to the larger categories, there is a long tail of various other target
contexts. These include leisurely events, such as music festivals, and parties (e.g.,
Jarusriboonchai et al. 2015a; Seeburger et al. 2012); exhibitions and installations (e.g.,
Aoki et al. 2002); home (e.g., Ballagas et al. 2013); speciﬁc task/activity context such
as racing (e.g., Woźniak et al. 2015) or photography (Durrant et al. 2011); and speciﬁc
type of outdoor place such as playground (e.g., Soute et al. 2010). This variety
illustrates the extent of the possible foci and design spaces in this research topic:
collocated social interaction is truly ubiquitous.
4.2.2. User groups
Following the trend of generic solutions, in half of the works in the corpus (46/92)
the target user group could be considered as anyone. While many of these papers did
not explicate the target user group, it could be presumed from the prototype descrip-
tion that the usage was open to many types of end users (e.g., Nguyen et al. 2015;
Lucero et al. 2011). In cases where there was no speciﬁed target group, it may have
been that the researchers believed that the system could be used by anyone, or that
they had not thought of the target group as part of their design considerations.
The second most mentioned user group (14/92) was event participants or visitors.
Such events were most often conferences (Borovoy et al. 1998), but also other events
around speciﬁc activities such as sports, e.g., running (Mauriello et al. 2014). This
relatively large number of papers addressing events may be attributed to the fact that
when people go to an event, they are connected by similar interests and may be open
for new contacts or increased social interaction.
Students and ofﬁce workers were mentioned 13 and ten times, respectively, as the
target user group for the developed solutions, which is in line with the frequency of
workplaces and classrooms in the analysis about contexts of use. For example, Alavi
and Dillenbourg (2012) developed a prototype for students and their tutors to
improve their teamwork by making activity information visible to each other.
Grasso and Meunier (2002) propose that ofﬁce workers start talking about mutual
interests after meeting each other around printers and seeing each other’s print jobs.
These target groups may have similar motivations to connect face-to-face as event
visitors, that is, common interests and activities. Also, these targets groups may be
most familiar and accessible to researchers, which might partly explain their high
presence in the corpus. Other, less frequent, target user groups include user groups
focusing on special activities (e.g., coffee drinkers), or demographic groups such as
children, families and elderly people.
4.3. Types of technology
The most common type of technology utilized in the proposed prototypes are off-the-
shelf mobile devices (45/92). For example, Pass-them-around is a mobile application
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for photo sharing in a collocated group, using wireless personal area network for
sending messages between devices, accelerometer for detecting interactions of one
user, and radio tracking to detect other users’ positions (Lucero et al. 2011). ‘Who’s
next?’ is an ice-breaking game that connects collocated players’ mobile phones as a
group with Wi-Fi Direct, one device acting as a server and other as clients
(Jarusriboonchai et al. 2016a). Before smartphones, personal digital assistants
(PDAs) were used as a platform for prototypes. Pac-ManMust Die! is an early example
of a collaborative game for PDAs. The players can freely join and leave a game session
set up with wireless ad hoc peer-to-peer network (Sanneblad and Holmquist 2004).
MultiDraw explores the potential of a single tablet in creative collaboration for a family
context (Yuill et al. 2013). All in all, the personal nature, ubiquity and device-to-device
connectivity technologies, especially Bluetooth, have rendered off-the-shelf mobile
devices an optimal platform for experimenting and prototyping.
Another large category identiﬁed was interactive installations (27/92), referring to
physically large interaction areas or installations, particularly for semi-public or
public spaces. FunSquare was an application installed on city-wide array of public
displays (Memarovic et al. 2012b). iFloor is an interactive ﬂoor installation for a
public library aiming to create collaboration between collocated people. It projects a
display on the ﬂoor with a ceiling-mounted projector, tracks people’s positions and
movements from a web-camera feed to decide how the collaboratively controlled
cursor should move, and further allows people to interact with others by sending
SMS and e-mails to be projected on the ﬂoor (Krogh et al. 2004). Mood Squeezer
consists of custom-made Squeeze Boxes, public input devices with six squeezable
balls of different colors, digital ﬂoor displays and a web page. An aggregate output of
all the squeezes by different users was mirrored on a custom-made ﬂoor display in the
ofﬁce building where Mood Squeezer was set up (Gallacher et al. 2015).
Third, wearables (11/92) include mostly custom-made devices with a focus on
wearable displays. BubbleBadge is a wearable display created by detaching the
display of a handheld game console, encasing it in a broach-like frame and
reconnecting it back to the console (Falk and Björk 1999). CommonTies is a
wristband where the display is simpliﬁed to a single LED that lights up when a
Bluetooth connected base station detects a presence of a matching proﬁle within its
operation range. In addition to these, also commercial wearable devices such as
smartwatches and Google Glass (Nguyen et al. 2015) have been utilized.
Fourth, desktop computers (9/92) have been utilized especially in solutions for
work and education. StudioBRIDGE is a desktop application that extends an ordi-
nary instant messaging application with information about the other students’ pres-
ence in the common study premises by locating them with the help of wireless signal
strengths (Yee and Park 2005). Desktop computers have also served as essential parts
of prototypes of novel collaborative input devices. Collective controllers is a set of
two joysticks controlling the same computer application, where each user gets force
feedback about the interactions of the other user (Graves Petersen et al. 2010).
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Finally, 11 papers demonstrate strongly customized input and output devices. For
example, Musical Embrace is a game controller in form of a pillow designed to be
hugged by two users simultaneously. Inside the pillow, there is a Wii Balance Board
detecting the pressure created by the users hugging the controller collaboratively
(Huggard et al. 2013). Jokebox is a set of two wirelessly interconnected installation
that invite people to push a button simultaneously on both devices to hear a joke as a
reward (Balestrini et al. 2016). Finally, WAKEY is a system for children and their
parents, consisting of a tablet computer app and interactive toys and tags (Chan et al.
2017).
5. Social objectives and design and evaluation approaches
Many of the papers in the corpus could be considered as technology explorations
rather than development of solutions to well-deﬁned problems. While some papers
explicitly state detailed socially-oriented issues to solve, some do not explicate which
social problems are addressed, or the deﬁnitions remain vague, or the deﬁned
problems primarily relate to other than social aspects. In some papers, the underlying
problems are communicated only implicitly, requiring subjective interpretation from
the analyzers. Consequently, instead of trying to dissect the problem space in the
corpus, the following analysis focuses on the design space from two perspectives:
understanding the explicit or implicit design objectives regarding social enhance-
ment, and understanding the design approaches used to address those objectives.
5.1. Social design objectives
Based on our bottom-up analysis, we identiﬁed the various solutions to address a
broad spectrum of design objectives that are socially oriented. For example, many
solutions aim to increase awareness of other people in one’s surroundings (e.g., Falk
and Björk 1999), which is fundamentally about inﬂuencing a social setting. To
categorize each presented prototype, we interpreted them in relation to other solu-
tions in the corpus, rather than labeling them based on the terms that the authors
chose to use. We aimed to develop a categorization that presents concrete, speciﬁc,
attainable and measurable design objectives. We believe that the analysis of objec-
tives can inform and guide design activities in the future as well as shed light on what
the very concept of enhancement may cover in this context.
Table 2 provides an overview of the identiﬁed design objective categories, the
number of papers in each category, and examples of representative papers. The
presentation order introduces a rough continuum (top-bottom) from moderate man-
ifestations of enhancement towards more authoritative ones.
It is noteworthy that some papers fall into several categories; the 92 papers were
labeled altogether 153 times. Some papers present several solutions, and some
solutions can be interpreted aiming at several objectives. For example, the solution
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by Reitmaier et al. (2013) uses Bluetooth to communicate proﬁles of co-workers in a
large organization. This was envisioned to help (1) gaining a better understanding of
the organization and nearby colleagues, (2) identifying common topics of discussion
between unfamiliar colleagues, and (3) enhancing ongoing conversations with new
topics. When giving examples of the various solutions, we discuss them in relation to
the primary objective we extracted from the paper.
5.1.1. Facilitating ongoing social situations
Facilitating ongoing social situations represents prototypes that support and nurture
ongoing interactions, often focused on conversations. Much of such work is tied to
professional collaboration and activities related to sharing tasks and knowledge (e.g.,
educational context, such as in Dickey-Kurdziolek et al. (2010)). In other words, this
category partly represents a long tradition of CSCW research with an instrumental
aim to ensure sufﬁcient engagement or productivity in work contexts (e.g., Grudin
and Poltrock 2003). However, the systems included in this category demonstrate a
deliberate intention to improve ongoing encounters rather than merely making them
possible. For example, Bergstrom and Karahalios (2007) focus on so-called social
mirroring systems. Their ‘Conversation Clock’ aims to increase awareness of who is
talking and when in a group, helping them to reﬂect on and balance the conversation
dynamics. While this is also about increasing awareness (cf. subsection 5.1.5), the
Table 2. Overview of the social design objectives drawn from the prototypes, ordered according to an
approximate continuum from moderate manifestations of enhancement (top) towards more active and
forceful forms of enhancement (bottom).
Social design objective # Examples of papers
Facilitating ongoing social situations 14 Goh et al. (2014); Matsushita et al. (2004); Mencarini
et al. (2012)
Enriching means of social interaction 34 Cao et al. (2010); Piper et al. (2013); Robinson et al.
(2012)
Supporting a sense of community 12 Davis and Karahalios (2005); McCarthy et al. (2008);
Van House (2009)
Breaking ice in new encounters 10 Borovoy et al. (1998); Powell et al. (2012); Brignull
and Rogers (2003)
Increasing awareness 37 Kleinman et al. (2015); Persson et al. (2005); Schildt
et al. (2016); Snyder et al. (2015)
Avoiding cocooning in social silos 10 Gallacher et al. (2015); Jarusriboonchai et al. (2015b);
Szymanski et al. (2008)
Revealing common ground 10 Eagle and Pentland (2005); Kostakos et al. (2006);
Nguyen et al. (2015)
Engaging people in collective activity 11 Balestrini et al. (2016); Cao et al. (2008); Powell et al.
(2012)
Encouraging, incentivizing or
triggering people to interact
15 Mireya Silva et al. (2015); Jarusriboonchai et al.
(2014a); Yoon et al. (2004)
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deﬁned objectives underline facilitation of group conversations. Another paper with
a similar system and design objective is by DiMicco et al. (2007).
Whereas the majority of the prototypes focus on professional or educational
collaboration, also leisurely interactions and co-experiencing are addressed. For
example, Fjeld et al. (2015) propose concepts for future tabletop technology to better
support deliberation in public encounters. They envision tabletops that could en-
courage collaboration and engage users in socially relevant activities, such as
political deliberation and civic participation. WAKEY (Chan et al. 2017) focuses
on collaboration in domestic contexts, aiming to enhance, rather than replace, the
parent-child communication and their intimate relationship. The system is intended
to help parents think about the words they use to communicate with their children,
giving them the opportunity to adjust their attitude when teaching the children about
rules and manners.
5.1.2. Enriching means of social interaction
Enriching means of social interaction refers to adding new elements or channels into
collocated interaction. This is close to the previous category, yet conceptually
different: we consider a difference between prototypes that facilitate ongoing inter-
action practices and use of existing channels, and those that augment the possibilities
or means for more intensive interaction. For example, Harry et al. (2012) aim to
promote diverse participation and increase engagement in educational contexts. Their
relatively simple text-based tool introduces a digital communication channel that
enriches the communication space with a computer-mediated channel in collocated
learning environments. In fact, providing such hybrid spaces and digital backchannels
among school pupils is a common target for enriching means of participation (e.g., Du
et al. 2012; Nelimarkka et al. 2014). Ballagas et al. (2013) provide an example of
supporting shared experiences and promoting joint media engagement by amplifying
traditional educational TV with cooperative augmented reality. The authors aim to
explore the possibilities of technology supporting joint media engagement. Piper et al.
(2013) present an interactive photo album for collocated photo sharing activities by
using audio and digital pen. The prototype is meant particularly for senior citizens and,
consequently, it enriches reminiscing and exchange of memories between generations.
Finally, while Gugenheimer et al. (2017) do not propose any speciﬁc solutions, they
study aids for sensory limitations in order to enable conversations between differently
abled individuals like deaf and hearing people.
5.1.3. Supporting sense of community
Supporting sense of community refers to prototypes that focus on communities rather
than small groups or dyadic relationships, and aim to foster community spirit and
cohesion. For example, McCarthy et al. (2004) introduce what the authors call
‘proactive displays’ to augment the social space of an academic conference. Their
prototype aims to enhance the feeling of community and support social practices at
coffee breaks. While the prototype can also be seen both as a facilitator of ongoing
Technologies for Enhancing Collocated Social Interaction: Review of Design...
social activities and as something that enriches them (cf. 5.1.1 and 5.1.2), its main
intention is to enhance the social experience on a community level. StudioBridge
(Yee and Park 2005) is an awareness system based on instant messaging and
developed for students working in open studio spaces. While it fundamentally
increases the students’ awareness of nearby people, groups and events, the deﬁned
design goals are strongly related to strengthening collaboration and a sense of
community as well as initiating both online and ofﬂine interactions. Finally, Woźniak
et al. (2015) explore the boundaries of the remote and the collocated by presenting a
prototype for an ambient runner support system that enables on-site supporters to
send three types of signals to runners during a race. Runners can send signals back to
supporters. This way, the system extends the social support provided by the runners’
friends and families into the race day and supports community interaction on the site
of a running race.
5.1.4. Breaking ice in new encounters
The term ‘icebreakers’ generally refers to tools that relieve tension, alleviate social
awkwardness and support people in social skills, particularly in situations where new
people gather together to start collaboration (West 1999). Icebreaking can be,
however, also needed even when socially-oriented people meet for the ﬁrst time, to
help identify topics for discussion. The corpus features several examples of proto-
types that take the role of an icebreaker. Jarusriboonchai et al. (2016a) report on
Who’s Next, a mobile multiplayer quiz game that is particularly targeted to serve as
an icebreaker. Based on user trials in authentic situations that would beneﬁt from
icebreakers, the authors conclude that technology can successfully facilitate the
process of introductions in group gatherings and create a relaxed atmosphere
between strangers. Kan et al. (2015) envision Social Textiles that reveal commonal-
ities between two wearers of a similar shirt. While this kind of prototype falls also
into other categories, the authors stressed their aim to support community organizers’
work in facilitating encounters between individuals unfamiliar to each other.
FishPong (Yoon et al. 2004) is an interactive tabletop enabling multi-user interaction;
however, the authors argue that it was designed as an icebreaker system that would
encourage spontaneous social interaction in a coffeehouse.
5.1.5. Increasing awareness
The largest group of papers (37/92) focuses on increasing awareness of other people,
their interests, or their actions. Awareness is a fundamental concept in CSCW and
refers to knowing who are in one’s proximity, what activities are occurring, and what
characteristics nearby people have considering the social opportunities they might
provide; for recent conceptualizations and reviews, see Vyas et al. (2015), Tenenberg
et al. (2016) and Lopez and Guerrero (2017). Many papers argue that revealing
details about another person and the increased awareness it provides can result in
better understanding and appreciation between people as well as motivate people to
initiate interaction with each other. In other words, the prototypes provide social
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opportunities and tickets to talk (Sacks 1992) for people to possibly pounce on. For
example, the BubbleBadge (Falk and Björk 1999) is one of the ﬁrst explorations of a
wearable display that publicly presents information about the wearer or the other
user. This was envisioned to not only provide a newmedium for self-presentation but
also invite people to approach the wearer. Break-Time Barometer (Kirkham et al.
2013) is an awareness system that focuses on bringing a distributed group closer
together and increasing joint informal face-to-face breaks.
In this category, most solutions seem to focus on self-disclosure (providing infor-
mation about a person), rather than inviting others to interact (providing information for
another person). As an example of the latter, Jarusriboonchai et al. (2016b) start from
the premise that proliferation of personal mobile device UIs has resulted in a situation
where those in our immediate surrounding have little information about our activities.
This, in turn, has weakened the opportunities for shared experiences around digital
activities. The presented Social Display automatically hints the collocated others about
what the user is doing with their mobile phone with a simple visual cue. This was
envisioned as away to invite others to ask about the user’s actions. Similarly,MugShots
(Kao and Schmandt 2015) is a coffee mug with a OLED display for photos and other
visual content. It serves as an intimate communication device and can switch between
public and private social interaction modes. While the authors designed the device to
function as a social catalyst (Karahalios andDonath 2004) to trigger conversationwhen
used in public or semi-public areas like ofﬁce spaces, it serves as a new medium to
present oneself, and thus provides a social affordance for other people.
5.1.6. Avoiding cocooning in social silos
Closely related to the increasing awareness category, seven papers aimed to help
people avoid cocooning in social silos, that is, becoming isolated from collocated
people, as problematized in the introduction. For example, Lock n’ LoL (Ko et al.
2016) aims to improve the quality of collocated social interactions by encouraging
limiting smartphone use. It is described as a ‘mobile app that helps users to
collaboratively manage their smartphone usage by providing synchronous social
awareness’. While the previously mentioned Social Display (Jarusriboonchai et al.
2016b) increases the collocated people’s awareness of what a mobile phone user is
doing, it can also be seen as something that helps avoid situations where a person
engaged with their activity on a mobile device to create a private ‘cocoon’ or ‘mobile
bubble’ (Lundgren and Torgersson 2013) in the ongoing social situation. Similarly,
Aoki et al. (2002) and Gallacher et al. (2015) deﬁne their design problem as people
being isolated from others. Gallacher et al. (ibid.) therefore designed a prototype to
support sharing their current mood with nearby co-workers, which is fundamentally
about increasing awareness of collocated others. In summary, avoiding cocooning
approaches the aspect of lack of interaction by addressing the problem of becoming
isolated, while increasing awareness approaches the same from a perspective of
providing an opportunity to socialize. The slight difference is in the mindset: solving
a problem vs. providing new social opportunities.
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5.1.7. Revealing common ground
Some solutions take increasing awareness to the next level by revealing
mutual interests, connections or knowledge, or other shared characteristics,
effectively referring to the concept of common ground by Clark and Brennan
(1991). This is particularly important in encounters with strangers: people
form an understanding of each other’s interests and proﬁles through
conversation and possibly disclosure of various personal details. Quickly
identifying common ground helps build trust and sustain the conversation.
As one of the ﬁrst contributions, Eagle and Pentland (2005) presented their
visions of systems that utilize Bluetooth and a database of user proﬁles to
cue informal interactions between nearby users who do not know each other.
Similarity between the user proﬁles would be measured to increase seren-
dipity. CueSense (Jarusriboonchai et al. 2015a) is a more recent example of
the same: the social media content on the wearable displays of two users are
compared and only commonalities are shown when the users encounter each
other. The authors considered this to provide a more mutually relevant ticket-
to-talk (e.g., opening lines) than those based on only the other user’s proﬁle.
Compared to the prototypes about increasing awareness, this category em-
phasizes the importance of matchmaking: identifying mutually interesting or
relevant content or commonalities between users.
5.1.8. Engaging people in collective activity
This objective is about engaging people in a joint activity that requires collaboration
by several actors to be successful. It is about reaching a common goal and being
positively interdependent of each other in the activity. In many papers we could
identify a premise that the collective activity would lead to positive social encounters
and in-depth social interaction alongside the activity. Particularly many games are
good representatives of this category. In fact, Sanneblad and Holmquist (2004) call
such games ‘collaborative games’ since several players are required to collaborate in
order to succeed in the game. They present an overview paper about several game
concepts that are one of the ﬁrst examples of this approach: the need to collaborate is
based on a limited number of output devices (mobile phones) or having several input/
output devices to control simultaneously. Balestrini et al. (2016) and Yoon et al.
(2004) consider play as collective activity but also as potential ice-breakers between
unfamiliar people. JokeBox (Balestrini et al. 2016) encourages people to collaborate
in a public place, requiring coordination and eye-contact, by the motivation of a joke
as a reward. Krogh et al. (2004) present a ﬂoor display, iFloor, that reacts to the
surrounding people and serves as a conversational icebreaker to stimulate discussion
between the people around it. The content consists of questions and answers given by
other visitors in the library where the display is situated. The design provides a new
collocated medium for collective activity, and puts emphasis on its content and
capability to actually trigger interactions.
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5.1.9. Encouraging, incentivizing or triggering people to interact
This category is conceptually related to persuasive technologies (Fogg 2002) that
aim to provide the user with motivation or incentive to socialize face-to-face. Such
solutions provide reasons and motivations for interaction, rather than merely
opportunities. Chen and Abouzied (2016) talk about gently nudging people to
catalyze and sustain face-to-face interactions at conferences, rather than merely
increasing awareness or providing user proﬁles. Their system, CommonTies, is a
wearable accessory that does not expose any proﬁle information but retains elements
of ambiguity and mystery, which motivates users to explore the commonality that the
system has identiﬁed through conversation. Soute et al. (2010) present another gentle
way to encourage interaction by emphasizing the importance of natural and rich
interaction. They discuss Heads-Up Games as a category of Pervasive Games that
aim to encourage traditional face-to-face interaction rather than interaction mediated
by information devices. Paasovaara et al. (2016) present Next2you, a proximity-
based social mobile application that utilizes gamiﬁcation, progressive disclosure of
proﬁle information and light-weight CMC interactions to encourage face-to-face
interaction between familiar strangers (Milgram 1972). Unipad by Kreitmayer et al.
(2013) aims to improve peer discussion and teacher involvement in classroom.While
the prototype is also about enriching classroom interaction (cf. 5.1.2), it also serves as
an encouragement to interact in new and more engaging ways. Finally,
Jarusriboonchai et al. (2014a) present a simulation study of triggering a conversation
between strangers with mobile devices that seem to be able to talk and, hence,
possibly draw the participants in the conversation. This is one of the most forceful
approaches in the corpus: it attributes technology with strongly social and autono-
mous characteristics and tries to mimic human behavior.
5.2. Design approaches
The diversity of design objectives led us to investigate if the approaches for
addressing the objectives are equally diverse. This section analyzes the corpus with
respect to the design approaches, design concepts, or ways of thinking identiﬁable in
the papers. We contribute a categorization of high-level design approaches, related to
which we present more concrete ones. 70 of the 92 papers were labeled in seven main
categories. 13 papers represent approaches that are unique in this corpus, and thus
were categorized as miscellaneous. Additionally, nine papers remain uncategoriz-
able, mainly because of the presented prototype’s low level of maturity. Table 3
provides an overview of the categories and, the numbers of papers ﬁtting in each
category, and a few examples of each. The following subsections present one or
several concrete design approaches or concepts for each category based on the
themes interpreted from the papers.
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5.2.1. Shared digital workspace
This category is represented by two approaches that share characteristics but are
slightly differently implemented. First, some papers in this category present multi-
user surfaces like whiteboards, interactive paper, or tabletops to serve as shared
interactive displays that provide a digital workspace. A shared workspace provides a
rich resource for collocated social interaction within a group, contributing to aware-
ness of others’ actions as well as concurrent interaction (Tang 1991). Accordingly, a
shared display is one of the most common forms to employ ICT in collocated social
interactions. For example, Stewart et al. (1999) introduced the concept of Single
Display Groupware (SDG), which allows users to interact on a shared computer with
multiple, simultaneous and equivalent input channels. TellTable (Cao et al. 2010) and
Flashlight Jigsaw (Cao et al. 2008) are examples of interactive shared displays based
on using a large screen as an interactive workspace.
Mobile phones are also used to implement the concept of shared workspace, even
though their small size naturally limits the capacity for collective use, both in terms of
input and output. Therefore, the idea of each user having their own device is often
employed to extend the interaction space and provide more equal participation
possibilities for everybody in a shared activity. For example, Lucero et al. (2011)
created a shared display from an array of multiple mobile devices to facilitate photo
sharing in small groups. Alternatively, Cowan et al. (2011) suggest using a projector
phone to create a shared display. They argue that a single mobile projector phone can
facilitate spontaneous sharing within a group. Another example, PicoTales
Table 3. Approaches in designing interactive technology for collocated social interaction, with
examples of papers or prototypes that have adopted each approach.
Approach # Examples
Shared digital workspace 23 MobiPhos (Clawson et al. 2008); TellTable (Cao et al. 2010);
iFloor (Graves Petersen et al., 2005)
Disclosing information
about others
13 Walky (Nazzi and Sokoler 2011); Break-time barometer
(Kirkham et al. 2013); Social Display (Jarusriboonchai et al.
2016a, b)
Introducing constraints 9 Who’s Next (Jarusriboonchai et al. 2016a, b); iFloor (Graves
Petersen et al., 2005); Jokebox (Balestrini et al. 2016)
Matchmaking 9 DigiDress (Persson et al. 2005); CommonTies (Chen and
Abouzied 2016); Social Textile (Kan et al. 2015)
Open space for shared
activity
8 iFloor (Graves Petersen et al., 2005); FishPong (Yoon et al.
2004); FunSquare (Memarovic et al. 2012a, b)
Self-expression 8 BubbleBadge (Falk and Björk 1999); MugShots (Kao and
Schmandt 2015); Billboard (Kleinman et al. 2015)
Topic suggestions 5 Known Stranger (Nguyen et al. 2015); AgentSalon (Sumi and
Mase 2001; Sumi and Mase 2002)
Miscellaneous 13 MultiDraw (Yuill et al. 2013); Lock n’ LOL (Ko et al. 2016);
WAKEY (Chan et al. 2017)
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(Robinson et al. 2012) is a storytelling application that is based on multiple mobile
projector phones to project different users’ parts of a story on physical open space,
which enables sharing and co-creation between users. Furthermore, mobile phones
and a large display can be used in combination to create an even more ﬂexible
interaction space for people to collaborative use (e.g., Lucero et al. 2012). Overall,
while this approach can be seen as very common amongst systems enabling collo-
cated interaction, the same approach is used also in systems that manifest some form
of enhancement.
Second, some prototypes aim to enhance interactions in a shared activity by
adopting the What-You-See-Is-What-I-See (WYSIWIS) principle. WYSIWIS allows
all group members to see the same things on their personal devices (Steﬁk et al.
1987); it is about synchronizing multiple single-user devices. For example,
MobiPhos (Clawson et al. 2008) is a mobile application for a small group of
collocated users, sharing a photo automatically after it is taken within the group.
This type of synchronization seems to be common in prototypes that are intentionally
designed for a tightly coupled style of interaction. Alternatively, some prototypes
support loosely coupled styles of interaction by allowing users to work on their own
in parallel and only share summaries or overviews of their actions.
To summarize, as Yuill and Rogers (2012) have pointed out, important aspects for
interaction and collaboration include common frame of reference, shared attention,
awareness of others’ actions, and access to information. The concepts of shared
display and WYSIWIS have been mainly utilized to create shared device conﬁgura-
tions that provide exactly the aforementioned qualities in a shared collocated activity.
5.2.2. Disclosing information about others
Thirteen prototypes in the corpus focus on providing information about others in the
surroundings, in order to make people more aware of each other. The prototypes in
our corpus disclose a variety of types of information: identity, user proﬁle, shared
content, user activities, earlier encounters, etc. IPAD (Holmquist et al. 1999) is an
early example of a mobile awareness system that notiﬁes its users when other users
are close by, sharing location information between users. DigiDress (Persson et al.
2005) is an example of a proﬁle-based mobile application. Users can browse the
proﬁles of other users who are in proximity within Bluetooth signal range. It was
found to create curiosity between most users and also trigger interaction between
some. Jabberwockies (Paulos and Goodman 2004) focuses on information about
possible social ties by letting the users know which nearby strangers they have
encountered before (i.e., familiar strangers, coined by Milgram (1972)). This infor-
mation awareness is intended to trigger interaction between the two encountered
users and increase the sense of community. Sotto Voce (Aoki et al. 2002) is an
example of a museum audio guidebook that allows users to eavesdrop audio content
of their partners whenever they want as they traverse around the museum together.
The eavesdropping provides awareness information about another user’s activity,
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which is designed to encourage users to develop a conversation with each other
during the museum visit.
While many other design approaches seem to be used to address different
design objectives, this approach seems to address only the objectives of
increasing awareness, avoiding cocooning in social silos and revealing
common ground. However, this also invites people in collective activity.
For example, Walky (Nazzi and Sokoler 2011) applies microblogging to a
mundane walking activity and tell others in a community when someone is
going out for a walk, indirectly inviting others to join. Furthermore, C3C
display (McCarthy et al. 2008) is a public display installed in a workplace,
presenting photos that users have in their online gallery and social media
when they are close to the display. Findings from the C3C display study
imply that the display not only increases awareness and interaction between
colleagues but also helps improve relationship in long term.
5.2.3. Introducing constraints
This category is about prototypes that utilize constraints in human-computer inter-
action in order to regulate interactions or guide users in how to enact in an
activity. The constraints are designed with an intention to foster social
interaction alongside a collaborative activity. In fact, designs of digital games
have been regulating users’ actions and enforcing collaboration for some
time already (Salen and Zimmerman 2004). For example, a game might
require collaboration by limiting the functions available for each player.
Related to this, Björk and Holopainen (2005) describe the gameplay design
pattern of asymmetry, that is, differences between the players in terms of
how the game behaves. Asymmetry takes two main forms: asymmetric
abilities and asymmetric information.
Asymmetric abilities refer to providing users with different abilities to interact with
the game or other artefact. For example, Flashlight Jigsaw (Yuill and Rogers 2012;
Cao et al. 2008) is a multiplayer jigsaw game on a large shared wall display. Every
player has a controller that is used to reveal pieces. Some jigsaw pieces can only be
revealed by a certain controller, and some become visible only when using two
controllers together. This asymmetry enforces players to interact and collaborate with
each other in order to succeed in the game. Another example of the same design
approach is Electric Agents (Ballagas et al. 2013). The players collect words and
photos through a mobile augmented reality interface: one player collects words and
the other pictures, and the words and pictures should match.
Asymmetric information refers to users having different access to information. For
example, Who’s Next (Jarusriboonchai et al. 2016a) is an example of interactive
technology that adopts the concept of asymmetric information in its design. It is a
multiplayer quiz game to be played between newly met group of strangers. Personal
information about the players’ backgrounds, hobbies, preferences etc. is used as the
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content of the quiz, thus relying on the inherent asymmetry between people who do
not know each other. Players should guess who has given a speciﬁc answer to a
question to earn points, and this is envisioned to break the ice in a group of strangers.
Collective interaction is another approach where interaction with technology is
intentionally designed to be difﬁcult when alone, hence encouraging users to coop-
erate (Krogh and Petersen 2010). For example, the previously presented iFloor
(Graves Petersen et al. 2005) has a single cursor as the only interface that users
can collectively use to navigate through the content on the ﬂoor. Movements of a user
around the iFloor will draw the cursor toward him/her. The design requires multiple
users to work together to move the cursor to a target area. Music Embrace (Huggard
et al. 2013) is a digital game where an avatar is controlled with a pillow controller
hanging from the ceiling by applying pressure to it. Again, two players are required
to cooperate to navigate through the game. Finally, Yee et al. (2012) present a
tangible gaming interface that expects co-attentive interactions among players:
several players may freely attach their handheld game controllers, thereby creating
a ﬂexible collective and a transformable tangible interface. Overall, collective inter-
action is similar to the concept of asymmetric abilities but there are differences in
how they are implemented. Asymmetric abilities put the emphasis on different users
having different interaction abilities, while collective interaction focuses on multiple
users cooperating with a common controller. In other words, collective interaction
normally provides a single user interface while asymmetry provides several different
ones.
5.2.4. Matchmaking
Matchmaking builds on the approach of disclosing information about others, partic-
ularly forms of digital proﬁles that exist about the users. While the disclosed
information about other people lets the information receivers to assess the informa-
tion and possibly act on it, matchmaking systems aim to ﬁlter and process the
information for the users and reveal only mutually relevant information. Conse-
quently, this approach mainly addresses the goal of revealing common ground. For
example, a prototype called Serendipity (Eagle and Pentland 2005) matches users in
proximity based on their proﬁles on a central server, and users receive the proﬁle
information if there are similarities between the proﬁles. CommonTies (Chen and
Abouzied 2016), as discussed earlier, is a matchmaking system in the form of a
wearable device. Although a user proﬁle is required, the prototype utilizes a single
glowing LED on the wearable device as an ambiguous signal to notify its users that
there is some kind of match between them. Interestingly, the user proﬁles or
commonalities between them are not disclosed but the idea is to encourage the users
to explore the mutual proﬁle elements when they meet. Here, matchmaking takes
place only after the users have encountered each other. Another example of this is
Social Textile (Kan et al. 2015), a wearable mobile device that reveals commonalities
between two users after a social greeting through skin contact, such as a handshake.
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5.2.5. Open space for shared activity
Eight prototypes are about offering an open interactive space where people can freely
participate in a shared activity—a space that does not belong to certain people or is
meant for certain people, but allows everybody to easily opt-in and participate.
Opinionizer (Brignull and Rogers 2003) is an example of a public display placed
in a social gathering. People can add their opinions to a certain topic, and they are
visible to others around the display. The system is designed so that people can
observe others using the system and opt-in to participate in sharing their opinions
themselves without feeling pressured. FunSquare (Memarovic et al. 2012b) is a
public display installment presenting local fun facts and a quiz game related to the
facts. FunSquare creates social triangulation, that is, external stimuli in physical
space that motivate strangers to interact with each other (Whyte 2001).
A few of the prototypes in this category adopt a more proactive stance; they do not
wait for people to opt in and participate unprompted but offer the interaction
possibilities straight to the people. For example, FishPong (Yoon et al. 2004) is a
tabletop multiplayer ball-and-paddle style video game with coffee mugs as tangible
controllers. The idea of the game is similar to Pong, that is, to keep the game content
from falling off the edge. The game starts automatically as a mug touches the table,
and the game is controlled with the mugs. The game is designed with an ambient
interface that only subtly attracts attention and thus leaves space for social interac-
tion. While it provides a social opportunity directly by making the mug interactive, it
does not force the mug users to play the game.
5.2.6. Self-expression
Another category is using technology as a form of identiﬁcation and self-expression
in social situations. For example, Meme Tag (Borovoy et al. 1998) is an early
example of digital nametag for professional conferences. The tag contains name
and afﬁliation of the user and their favorite quotes. The tag automatically exchanges
the content between users if they come close to each other. These systems might not
limit the content to only a pre-deﬁned form of user proﬁle but also offer freedom to
use it as a medium to express themselves. For example, BubbleBadge (Falk and
Björk 1999) is a small wearable display attached to user’s cloth like a badge. It
displays dynamic information based onwhat the users want to show, thus providing a
digital channel through which to present oneself to surrounding people. In MugShots
(Kao and Schmandt 2015), users can select images to be displayed on the mug. It is
considered as a tool for communicating something about oneself to others encoun-
tered particularly in ofﬁce environments.
5.2.7. Topic suggestions
A few prototypes offer conversation topics to facilitate and sustain ongoing face-to-
face encounters and conversations. AgentSalon (Sumi and Mase 2001) is a system
designed to facilitate the exchange of knowledge and experience between strangers
who visit a museum. A shared display is used as a gathering point for knowledge
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exchange. It offers each user with animated agents on the display which act as helpers
to assist visitors in their conversation. The agents suggest topics and information to
users based on the experience users have had in the museum visit collected from
users’ digital guide. As a more recent piece, Nguyen et al. (2015) present a system
that generates real time topic suggestions during a conversation between strangers
via Google Glass. The algorithm behind the suggestions is based on analysis of
mutual interests in the users’ personal information or LinkedIn proﬁles (i.e., also
about matchmaking).
5.2.8. Miscellaneous
In addition to the categories with several representative designs, it is relevant to
underline the fairly long tail in the distribution of other approaches. The following
approaches are unique in this corpus. MultiDraw (Yuill et al. 2013) is a drawing
application for a small group of users to draw pictures together. Unlike in collective
use of devices, each multidraw user has their own device and users take turn drawing
different parts of a picture. After a user ﬁnishes their part, the device is passed to the
person next to them, and they start drawing another part. While users are not
synchronously working on the same thing, the application offers an alternative
approach for collaboration in creative work. Piper et al. (2013) present a digital
pen to enhance paper photo album with audio output. Tapping the pen on a certain
photo or part of a photo albumwould play previously recorded audio. The digital pen
was found to be engaging, especially for elderly users as a part of storytelling.
Finally, in contrast to many other approaches, Park et al. (2017) address the problem
of mobile notiﬁcations disrupting ongoing social interactions with a context-aware
notiﬁcationmanagement system. Based on a preliminary experiment, the systemwas
found to improve the quality of interactions by delivering notiﬁcations at appropriate
breakpoints that naturally occur during social encounters.
5.3. Evaluation approaches
As the ﬁnal perspective in the analysis, we categorized the prototype papers accord-
ing to the user evaluation approaches reported in the papers. We wanted to under-
stand if and how the presented prototypes and their impact had been assessed,
especially in terms of the social aspects of the studied technologies. Firstly, the
iterative nature of user-centered design is apparent in some of the papers. A paper
might describe a series of user evaluations performed with the solution. For example,
Mauriello et al. (2014) studied wearable E-textile displays to support group running
ﬁrst with an internal pilot study, then with a ﬁeld study consisting of one-hour
sessions with ten groups of runners, and ﬁnally a ﬁeld study where four participants
ran in a race wearing the prototype. For some prototypes, the consecutive user
research activities are described in several papers. For example, Social Displays
were ﬁrst evaluated on a concept level in focus groups (Jarusriboonchai et al. 2015b)
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and then in a ﬁeld trial where 13 users used the prototypes for 10 days
(Jarusriboonchai et al. 2016b).
To start with the papers that feature less emphasis on evaluation, 20/92 papers
present no evaluation. Many of these papers describe early concepts or technical
details. Alternatively, they may shortly refer to a user study but the study itself is not
extensively reported in the paper. For example, Cowan et al. (2010) outlines the
design space of social projector phone applications by describing and discussing a set
of scenarios, with the aim of raising discussion and exposing opportunities for future
research. In the case of CommonTies, the prototype was ﬁrst described from
technical perspective (Abouzied and Chen 2014), and a follow-up paper covered
an evaluation of the social effects of the prototype in a realistic context of use (Chen
and Abouzied 2016).
The majority of prototypes (61/92) were evaluated with users, but the social
aspects were not the main focus of the evaluation. In many such cases the evaluation
did not concern social effects at all, but it focused on other aspects, such as usability
or task completion. For example, Pass-them-around (Lucero et al. 2011) was eval-
uated in ﬁve group sessions of four friends. The evaluation looked at the relevance of
the prototype and the photo-sharing strategies, and the naturalness, ease of learning
and use of its interaction techniques. While these are important viewpoints, the
prototype’s effectiveness in addressing the goal of social enhancement was not
studied. Similarly, Fish-Pong (Yoon et al. 2004) was evaluated in a laboratory setting
by inviting students to come and discuss the topic of social interaction in public
places at the Fish-Pong table. The paper reports positive reactions to such technology
and participants’ assumptions on its potential for ice breaking. However, the positive
reactions may be partly explained by social desirability bias and novelty effect. More
importantly, the study did not measure the social effects of the prototype or its actual
effectiveness in the role of icebreaking. The Bluetooth-basedmobile proﬁle matching
application, Social Serendipity, by Eagle and Pentland (2005) was tested with users
and iterated for almost a year in different settings, such as a conference and a
university campus. However, the studies focused on usability issues, general user
reactions and privacy concerns.
Finally, only few (11/92) of the evaluation studies focus on understanding the
social effects engendered by the prototypes. All of these papers involved either a
longitudinal perspective or an in-the-wild study. Most of these are very recent, which
implies that the evaluation methods and measured attributes have expanded over
time. For example, MomentMachine (Memarovic et al., 2015) is an application for a
public display with an integrated camera that was deployed in-the-wild for 12 weeks.
The study analyzed 13 interviews, 3 weeks of observations and engagement logs, as
well as the photos that different users took with the application. The focus of the
research was on the social effects of large public displays, particularly in how they
can stimulate community interaction. MoodSqueezer (Gallacher et al. 2015) is a
public installation inside an ofﬁce building. It was ﬁrst deployed for 4 weeks, and
then left in place for additional 4 weeks. The analysis covered interaction logs,
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observations, informal interviews, an exit survey after the ﬁrst 4 weeks and 25
interviews. McCarthy et al. (2004) evaluated two proactive display applications at
an academic conference. The system, intended to increase the feeling of community,
was set up in a three-day conference with about 500 event participants, out of which
40% became active users of the system, and others were likely to observe the
information presented on the public displays. Their data collection included system-
atic observation, short informal interviews, and a follow-up survey that was an-
swered by 94 conference attendees.
Despite the breadth of design objectives and approaches, the efforts to
evaluate the social effectiveness or the overall user experience of the proto-
types have been limited. Some of the studies have employed evaluation
methods and research settings that would allow analyzing also the social
effects. However, the evaluations focused on other aspects, such as privacy
or acceptability, and the attempts for evaluating the social effects are mostly
limited to using self-deﬁned interview questions. Our review shows that the
prototypes based on public displays or interactive installations have been
most fruitful for evaluation purposes—probably due to their public nature
and the social opportunities they provide. Overall, even though HCI puts
emphasis on evaluation, the limited evaluation effort is understandable: as
the very notion of enhancement and its various manifestations have not been
properly conceptualized, operationalizing such aspects to evaluation measures
and methods is challenging. The unfortunate aspect is that many of the
interesting and potentially effective solutions remain design explorations with
unexplored social effects. This empirical gap calls for theoretical work that
provides actionable evaluation frameworks and measures, as well as empir-
ical follow-up studies to deepen the understanding of what roles technology
can optimally assume in collocated social interaction.
6. Discussion
This section ﬁrst summarizes the key ﬁndings and research directions for the
future, then discusses and further conceptualizes the aspect of enhancement,
and ﬁnally reﬂects on the methodological validity of the literature review.
Enhancing collocated social interaction with technology is an emergent
research topic that has gained increasing interest especially since the early
2010’s. Relevant contributions are both numerous and demonstrate a broad
variety of design concepts, which conﬁrms the timeliness of providing a proper
outlook over the research landscape. The review outlines a breadth of interest-
ing designs that embody various target areas, design objectives, and design
approaches. In addition to the design objectives, approaches and focus areas, the
review shows various theoretical concepts and viewpoints that are critical to
understand in order to advance the theoretical foundations and outline new
design directions for this topic.
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6.1. Directions for future work
Many studies seem to be motivated by the exploration of new technology (e.g.,
Bluetooth, wearable displays) rather than by a well-deﬁned social issue, theorized
problem, or user need. This means that our bottom-up review could not identify
detailed social problems but, rather, a broad array of design objectives and design
approaches. Consequently, we call for better articulation of the aims of the design.
For example, what can be considered as the success criterion of the design, and in
what regard a design is intended to make a social situation more desirable?
Similarly, the theoretical foundations discussed in Section 2, such as the proximity
levels by Hall (1963), have been used to a limited degree to drive design work or
evaluation studies. The various concepts and theories about interpersonal interaction
are rarely utilized, even though we argue that many design explorations would
beneﬁt from more profound sociological and social-psychological analyses. More
effort could be put into understanding the rules, practices, situational settings and
other social factors that shape this hybrid space of social interactions and human-
technology interactions. Design activities should also consider what is the existing
ecology of technology used in the targeted context. Many of the analyzed designs do
not explicate what kind of social interactions and human-technology interactions
already take place in the targeted context.
Perhaps as a consequence of the rather limited theoretical basis, another
common observation is that the design contributions are typically generic
rather than speciﬁc. Many prototypes are intended for any user groups or
contexts, or the focus areas are not explicated. While this is understandable
from the viewpoint of design exploration and the development of technical
enablers, we argue that future design endeavors would beneﬁt from more
deliberate choices of speciﬁc phenomena, social settings, target user groups,
or type of interaction—particularly those that aim to actively enhance the
quality of social interaction. We believe that future work should go beyond
the classroom, corporate or event contexts that appeared in many of the
papers.
Many of the reviewed papers state that the aim is to encourage social interaction
but the actual objectives seem to be more modest and are often about inviting or
supporting interaction. Considering Ludvigsen’s (2005) levels of interaction, tech-
nology seems to be most utilized to alter the situation from ‘distributed focus’ to
‘shared attention’. The prototypes that encourage, incentivize or even trigger
interactions—i.e., aim at ‘dialogue’ or ‘collective action’ (ibid.)—could be consid-
ered to most strongly manifest enhancement, similar to those that engage people in
collective activity. However, in this corpus, such prototypes are in the minority. The
majority of the prototypes focus on more lightweight roles, such as increasing
awareness or enriching the means of interaction (approximately half of the papers).
These two categories could be explained by a latent premise in ICT applications: the
more information, the better. This could also be seen to relate to the contact
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hypothesis (Allport 1954) when considering how social encounters can be facilitated
by increasing mutual awareness.
As for more speciﬁc gaps identiﬁed in the corpus, one is that there are few
solutions that aim to sustain interaction that has already been initiated. While much
of the research focuses on initiating encounters between strangers, future work could
focus more on, e.g., maintaining family relationships or long-term friendships that
can deteriorate over time. The system for facilitating parent-child communication by
Chan et al. (2017) is an interesting recent example of this type of work. Sustaining
interaction could also mean alleviating social fears in encountering strangers or
providing cues for the discussion dynamics and dominance during a dyadic conver-
sation like in a recent paper by Muralidhar et al. (2016). Another observation is the
lack of research and design solutions addressing the introduced issue of phubbing,
and, in general, technology disrupting ongoing interaction. While we have seen
various campaigns that discourage or even prevent the use of personal devices in
social situations, surprisingly little focus has been put on user interface designs for
avoiding the disruption of interpersonal interaction and social gatherings, therefore
minimizing the social effects of the inevitable disruptions.
We also see untapped potential in designing technologies for crowds of people, a
design space outlined by, e.g., Reeves et al. (2010) and Roughton et al. (2011).
Different kinds of digital hosts or mascots, for example, could strengthen the sense of
community in large events and encourage social encounters within temporary groups
of collocated people. Recent interesting avenues that can broaden the design space of
social enhancement include talking agents as social facilitators (Porcheron et al.
2017) or digital ‘confederates’ (Krafft et al. 2017). Overall, considering the extent of
theories on social interaction, there seems to be an underexplored design space for
other types of enhancement beyond what we summarize in Tables 2 and 3.
While the questions of how and why information technology could take a
meaningful position in social interaction are extensively reviewed in this paper, the
question of which of the approaches best enhance interpersonal interaction remains
unanswered. From the perspective of evaluation, a key ﬁnding is that few papers
have assessed the proposed solutions’ impact on interpersonal interaction, relation-
ships, or other aspects pertaining to social interaction. The lack of depth in evaluation
(e.g., teasing out the behavioral impact of technology) is a common phenomenon in
engineering-driven HCI research (Väänänen-Vainio-Mattila et al. 2015). Under-
standing which design approaches actually work, and in which kind of social
settings, requires research focus in the future. We speculate that this partly results
from the need to develop scalable measures, as well as the challenges in organizing
realistic study settings. This calls for methodological contributions speciﬁc to this
topic. Analogously to what NASA-TLX (Hart and Staveland 1988) or SUS (Brooke
1996) are for the concept of usability, enhancing social interaction would beneﬁt
from similar well-established evaluation instruments. The understanding of enhance-
ment and collocated social interaction should be operationalized into guidelines that
help consider its various aspects as well as measures that help assess the goodness of
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the developed solutions. Moreover, considering that the various contextual factors in
the evaluation are critical for the success of any social catalyst design (Heinemann
and Mitchell 2014), we need a deeper qualitative understanding of different social
settings and their unique characteristics.
All in all, the reviewed papers indicate that there is room for new technology that
supports—rather than disrupts—people in collocated situations. A techno-critical
viewpoint could argue that preventing the use of technology in, for example, public
spaces and social events would solve some issues related to ignorance and isolation
due to technology use. However, the morality of regulating the use of personal
devices is questionable, and the issues possibly solved with regulation are not the
only problems pertaining to collocated social interaction. Similarly, as CMC has
fundamentally augmented social experiences between remote users, we believe there
can be socially acceptable technological solutions to truly enhance collocated inter-
actions. This creates an interesting application area for technologies related to
autonomy and proactivity (Tennenhouse 2000), persuasiveness (Fogg 2002), and
socially aware computing (Lukowicz et al. 2012). There is space for the development
of technical enablers and novel services for proactively inviting and encouraging
new encounters, as well as for the redesign of existing systems and interfaces to
better cater for the dynamics of collocated social interaction.
6.2. The many roles of enhancement technology
The following further conceptualizes ‘enhancement’ in this research context. By
revisiting the identiﬁed categories of social design objectives and design approaches,
we abstracted them into different forms of enhancement; i.e., roles or positions for
technology. The abstraction was aimed to provide a bigger picture of how enhance-
ment can be embodied in the context of collocated social interaction. It provides a
hierarchy and a vocabulary to help consider the roles of technology on different
levels of abstraction. We hope this representation serves as a step towards a more
ﬁne-grained vocabulary about the enhancement of collocated social interaction and
helps researchers and designers to determine speciﬁc design objectives and ap-
proaches for the different roles.
The resulting conceptualization stems from a meta-analysis of the categories in
Sections 5.1 and 5.2, and the identiﬁcation of common themes across them. We
started by unpacking the approximate continuum identiﬁed across the design objec-
tives (summarized in Table 2). Next, we analyzed how the categories about design
approaches relate to the different design objectives and the three categories identiﬁed
thus far. After collaboratively iterating the categories, we concluded that technology
can take four main roles in collocated social interaction: enabling, facilitating,
inviting and encouraging (Table 4). Of these, we consider the three latter ones to
manifest the concept of enhancement and to differentiate the work outlined in this
review from more conventional CSCW research. As the framework is based on an
extensive literature review, it reﬁnes and extends the previously mentioned
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framework by Benford et al. (2000) and concretizes the topic with various prototypes
presented in past work.
Enabling interaction refers to the role of a technological artifact making it possible
or allowing for social interaction to take place, which represents an extensive body of
prior CSCW and HCI systems. The design solutions provide platforms and oppor-
tunities for social interaction (either as the primary or a secondary activity). The users
involved have the power to decide whether to use the opportunities or not; the
designs do not particularly invite or encourage the users to behave in a more social
way, or they do not actively facilitate interaction. Consequently, the resulting social
interactions would largely depend on the current social setting; for example, the
social norms in place, the actors’ relations to each other, and whether or not there is
interaction already. Although this review has intentionally disregarded much of such
work, this category is nevertheless highly important to consider when designing for
collocated social interaction. In some situations, active forms of enhancement might
not be possible nor desirable. For example, the social setting or characteristics of
involved participants might be hard to foresee, and thus a solution that takes a
stronger role in interpersonal interaction might be unacceptable.
Facilitating interaction refers to making it easier to converse, collaborate or
otherwise socially interact, or to support desirable feelings, equality or suitable
interaction dynamics while doing so. This role aims to relieve tension and minimize
other negative experiences, maximize interaction related aspects and feelings that are
considered desirable, and generally help make the best out of a social situation. In
this corpus, facilitation primarily refers to supporting ongoing interaction, but some
papers also aim to ease the initiation of a new encounter (or icebreaking therein) in
situations where people are expected to interact. However, as with enabling, the
Table 4. Mapping the social design objectives and design approaches interpreted from the papers to
abstract enhancement categories (Roles of Technology).
Role of
technology
Social design objectives Design approaches
Enable (previous work beyond which the reviewed literature explores)
Facilitate • Facilitating ongoing social situations • Shared digital workspace
• Enriching means of social interaction • Open space for shared activity
• Supporting sense of community • Topic suggestions
• Breaking ice in new encounters • Disclosing information about
others
Invite • Increasing awareness • Open space for shared activity
• Revealing common ground • Matchmaking
• Avoiding cocooning in social silos • Self-expression
• Topic suggestions
Encourage
• Engaging people in collective activity • Open space for shared activity
• Encouraging, incentivizing or triggering people
to interact
• Introducing constraints
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intention or need to interact has been deﬁned by the involved users or, e.g., a
community manager or a teacher of a class, rather than by technology. Considering
the latter, Kreitmayer et al. (2013) discuss this role in terms of ‘orchestrating
collaborative activities’. Here, the design approaches of providing information about
others or topic suggestions could help nurture or enrich an ongoing encounter.
Interestingly, none of the identiﬁed design approaches address only this category.
For example, open space for shared activity can be useful in this role but also in all
the other roles; it seems to be a generic approach to employ in any role.
Inviting interaction is about the role of informing people of the available proximal
social possibilities, which can motivate to spontaneously engage in new encounters.
It is about signaling one’s interests and availability with the help of a digital medium
in situations where the social opportunities (or social affordances) can seem non-
existent, vague, or too excessive, or when people are not intentionally searching for
company. Given that the current use of devices may lead to isolating oneself, this is
also about avoiding the risk of isolation in social situations. Technologies playing
this role provide external motivators, i.e., reasons, for initiating new interactions and
being socially open-minded. However, the users may freely decide whether to act
based on the provided information and social signals or not. From a systemic
perspective, inviting interaction can be about situations where collocated or nearby
people have no particular intention to interact but there is an external interest to foster
this (e.g., in educational settings, public spaces, or used by an organizer of an event).
Several design approaches (disclosing information about others, matchmaking, self-
expression) particularly address this form of enhancement, which means that the
largest portion of prototypes in our corpus manifest this role. Having said that, while
primarily providing additional information to a user, the designs should carefully
consider in which situations to do that and how much information to provide. An
excessive amount of information can not only lead to information overload, but also
strengthen social isolation due to the user having to interact with a device.
Encouraging interaction is about incentivizing or persuading people to start
interacting or maintaining ongoing interaction. This means not only providing oppor-
tunities, but also utilizing computational features that nudge and stimulate people to
take action (for example, to grab the given social affordances or to get involved in
collaborative activity partly mediated by technology). For example, technology could
make a subtle intervention when one does not dare to say something to someone else,
or it could encourage two strangers to collaborate on something they seem to have a
common interest in. Here, the approach of introducing constraints (e.g., with asym-
metry) provides an interesting and contradictory design space to explore new forms
and paradigms of computational solutions. From all the categories about design
approaches, this is perhaps the only one that provides a means for advancing beyond
the conventional information-centered approaches. Looking at the numbers, this form
of enhancement seems to be the least common in our corpus.
Contrasting with the framework by Benford et al. (2000), our conceptualization
introduces new roles of facilitating and inviting. Particularly, inviting interaction is
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prevalent in the corpus, considering the breadth of both the design objectives and
approaches. At the same time, the corpus includes very few examples of enforcing
interaction, the third of Benford’s categories (for example, creating a situation that
coerces people into interaction). Therefore, enforcing was not included as one of our
enhancement categories. This suggests that the fear is that enforcement may produce
negative consequences for social interaction as reﬂected in the designs reported so
far. This gap between what has been envisioned and what has been actually designed
calls for new design endeavors as well as developing more relevant frameworks.
Furthermore, as our roles emerged bottom-up from the corpus, we acknowledge that
there might also be other relevant categories of enhancement that future technology
development could consider. Other possible roles beyond encouragement, as well as
other manifestations of each role, remain as future research questions and avenues for
design exploration.
Overall, the goal of social enhancement is challenging to conceptualize because it
expects technology to take stronger agency in social situations. Although technology
is already taking increasingly strong positions in dictating what people do and, for
example, what digital content they consume, inﬂuencing collocated social interaction
is still an uncharted territory. Social interaction between humans is generally con-
sidered as a spectrum of delicate activities and behavior that is deﬁned by the
situation, the involved individuals and their interests, and numerous other factors.
In this context, giving agency to blatantly non-intelligent and insensitive technology
can seem unacceptable or undesirable for many, very understandably. While this
review has charted recent ventures towards more socially active technologies, the
optimal ways for technology to participate or intervene in interpersonal interaction
remain open questions.
6.3. Methodological reﬂections
Regarding the validity of this work, literature reviews face the inherent challenge of
coverage and sampling. An example of possible bias in this work is that, due to the
challenges in identifying relevant publications from the plethora of HCI and CSCW
outlets, the corpus includes more papers from the publication outlets that the authors
know the best. One notable limitation is that we did not systematically review the
proceedings of the ACM CHI conference. This intentional decision is explained by
the sheer number of papers over several decades and the consequent challenge to
identify truly relevant papers from the vast spectrum of research topics at CHI.
However, looking back at Table 1 and the importance of CHI in the corpus, we admit
that the review would have beneﬁtted from a more systematic analysis of CHI
papers.
As for conceptual limitations, especially in the early phases of the review we
found it challenging to deﬁne the boundaries with respect to which solutions merely
enable and which, for example, facilitate interaction. The diversity of terms used for
‘enhancement’ and ‘collocated social interaction’ made it challenging to identify
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publications related to the more active and daring forms of enhancement. This is
natural due to the lack of established vocabulary. Hence, our review methodology
has most likely failed to identify all relevant publications, and, in contrast, has
included some others that do not perfectly represent the intended focus. Nevertheless,
the review covers a signiﬁcant number of interesting, most of it very recent, work that
clearly share an agenda of positively inﬂuencing interpersonal interaction. We argue
that our corpus of 92 publications8 is an extensive sample of the kinds of research we
aimed to review for the selected research questions, supporting our review method-
ology over a keyword-search based approach. The corpus allowed us to create a
holistic picture of the research landscape related to this topic and clarify the central
concepts. Furthermore, the other approx. One hundred cited publications provide a
sufﬁciently solid theoretical basis for conceptualizing this emergent topic and
reﬂecting on other prior work.
7. Conclusions
This review presents a fresh perspective on collocated interaction, outlining the
design landscape of enhancing collocated interaction with information technology.
As the ﬁrst systematic and extensive literature review on this topic, our work has
primarily surveyed the prior constructive work and designs, and, secondarily, theo-
ries that we consider most relevant to the topic from the perspectives of HCI and
CSCW.We identiﬁed an upward trend in design research that looks beyond enabling
and aims to actively enhance the quality of collocated social interaction. We outline
various relevant design objectives and approaches, as well as general focus areas in
prior research. However, the review does not allow giving a deﬁnite answer to the
question of how to design technology for enhancing collocated social interaction, at
least not in terms of what approaches and forms of design best fulﬁll this goal.
This review also helps identify research gaps to address in the future. We
particularly call for:
1. design and research endeavors related to encouragement and other active forms
of enhancement,
2. new methods and metrics that better serve the evaluation of the social effects of
the developed solutions, and
3. stronger utilization of theory from social sciences and communication sciences
and focus on the various relevant design objectives, approaches and concepts
that already exist and that this work has outlined.
Furthermore, this work contributes a conceptualization of the topic and particu-
larly focuses on the concept of enhancement. Enhancement of collocated social
interaction was found to take many forms: for example, providing information that
8 note that not all the papers in the corpus have been cited in the paper
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might spark off social interaction (inviting), serving as icebreakers or tickets to talk
(facilitating), or encouraging and motivating people to interact or engage in joint
activities (encouraging). The categorization can also help constructing appropriate
evaluation measures to assess the quality and effectiveness of envisioned solutions
for enhancing collocated social interaction. We conclude that enhancement technol-
ogies aim to purposefully produce behavioral effects that improve the perceived
quality, value or extent of collocated social interaction. Enhancement refers to the
socially active roles of technology that, however, allow the involved people to retain
sovereignty over their behavior. To concretize this abstract deﬁnition, the paper
points to various well-deﬁned design and research endeavors that reﬂect on the more
speciﬁc categories of objectives or approaches.
All in all, this work helps with analyzing earlier research, describing new research
contributions, and positioning them in the broad research landscape. The presented
categorizations help deﬁnemeaningful goals and approaches for prototype development
and translating early design concepts into potential futures. They are meant as sources of
inspiration, from which designers and researchers may adapt different aspects according
to their speciﬁc design case and professional judgment. We hope that this work inspires
more contributions that further explore the technological transition from computer-
supported towards computer-enhanced collocated interaction.
Acknowledgements
We thank the reviewers for their very insightful comments and critique, which helped
signiﬁcantly revising the initial manuscript. The research was funded by Academy of
Finland (grants 264422, 283110, and 295895). We thank Sus Lyckvi and Olof
Torgersson for their contributions in the early phases of the review process.
Open AccessThis article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/),
which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source,
provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were
made.
Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional
claims in published maps and institutional afﬁliations.
References
Abouzied, Azza, and Jay Chen (2014). CommonTies: a context-aware nudge towards social
interaction. CSCW Companion '14. Proceedings of the companion publication of the 17th ACM
conference on Computer supported cooperative work & social computing, Baltimore, Maryland,
USA, 15–19 February 2014. New York: ACM Press, pp. 1–4.
Technologies for Enhancing Collocated Social Interaction: Review of Design...
Alavi, Hamed S.; and Pierre Dillenbourg (2012). An Ambient Awareness Tool for Supporting
Supervised Collaborative Problem Solving. IEEE Transactions on Learning Technologies, vol. 5,
no. 3, July–September 2012, pp. 264–274.
Allport, Gordon (1954). The Nature of Prejudice. Cambridge: Perseus Books.
Aoki, Paul M.; Rebecca E. Grinter; Amy Hurst; Margaret H. Szymanski; James D. Thornton; and
Allison Woodruff (2002). BSotto Voce: exploring the interplay of conversation and mobile audio
spaces^. CHI ‘02. Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems, Minneapolis, Minnesota, USA, 20–25 April 2002. New York: ACM Press, pp. 431–438.
Argyle, Michael (1972). Non-Verbal Communication in Human Social Interaction. In: Hinde, R. A.
(ed): Non-verbal communication. Oxford: Cambridge University Press, xiii, 443 p.
Balestrini, Mara, Paul Marshall, Raymundo Cornejo, Monica Tentori, Jon Bird, and Yvonne Rogers
(2016). Jokebox: Coordinating Shared Encounters in Public Spaces. CSCW '16. Proceedings of the
19th ACM Conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work & Social Computing, San
Francisco, California, USA, 27 February – 02 March, 2016. New York: ACM Press, pp. 38–49.
Ballagas, Rafael, Thérèse E. Dugan, Glenda Revelle, Koichi Mori, Maria Sandberg, Janet Go, Emily
Reardon, and Mirjana Spasojevic (2013). Electric Agents: Fostering Sibling Joint Media
Engagement through Interactive Television and Augmented Reality. CSCW’13. Proceedings of
the 2013 Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work, San Antonio, Texas, USA, 23–27
February 2013. New York: ACM Press, pp. 225–236.
Ballendat, Till; Nicolai Marquardt; and Saul Greenberg (2010). Proxemic Interaction: designing for a
proximity and orientation-aware environment. ITS’10. Proceedings of ACM International
Conference on Interactive Tabletops and Surfaces, Saarbrücken, Germany, 07–10 November
2010. New York: ACM Press, pp. 121–130.
Bardzell, Jeffrey, Shaowen Bardzell, and Lone Koefoed Hansen (2015). Immodest Proposals:
Research Through Design and Knowledge. CHI '15. Proceedings of the 33rd Annual ACM
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, Seoul, Republic of Korea, 18–23 April
2015. New York: ACM Press, pp. 2093–2102.
Nancy K. Baym (2015). Personal Connections in the Digital Age. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Benford, Steve, Benjamin B. Bederson, Karl-Petter Åkesson, Victor Bayon, Allison Druin, Pär
Hansson, Juan Pablo Hourcade, Rob Ingram; Helen Neale, Claire O'Malley, Kristian T. Simsarian,
Danaë Stanton, Yngve Sundblad, Gustav Taxén (2000). Designing Storytelling Technologies to
Encouraging Collaboration Between Young Children. CHI’00. Proceedings of the SIGCHI
conference on Human factors in computing systems, The Hague, The Netherlands, 01–06 April
2000. New York: ACM Press, pp. 556–563.
Bergstrom, Tony, and Karrie Karahalios (2007). Conversation clock: visualizing audio patterns in co-
located groups. HICSS’07. Proceedings of the 40th Annual Hawaii International Conference on
System Sciences. Washington DC: IEEE Computer Society.
Bilandzic, Mark; and Marcus Foth (2012). A review of locative media, mobile and embodied spatial
interaction. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, Vol. 70, No. 1, pp. 66–71.
Björk, Staffan; and Jussi Holopainen (2005). Patterns in Game Design. Charles River Media.
Bødker, Susanne and Christiansen, E (2006). Computer Support for Social Awareness in Flexible
Work. Journal of Computer-Supported Cooperative Work, Vol. 15, no 1. Springer.
Bolton, Ruth N.; A. Parasuraman; Ankie Hoefnagels; Nanne Migchels; Sertan Kabadayi; Thorsten
Gruber; Yuliya Komarova Loureiro; and David Solnet (2013) Understanding Generation Y and
Their Use of Social Media: a Review and Research Agenda. Journal of Service Management, vol.
24, no. 3, pp. 245–267.
Bordia, Prashant (1997). Face-to-face versus computer-mediated communication: A synthesis of the
experimental literature. Journal of Business Communication, vol. 34, pp. 99–120.
Borovoy, Richard, Fred Martin, Sunil Vemuri, Mitchel Resnick, Brian Silverman, and Chris Hancock
(1998). Meme Tags and Community Mirrors: Moving from Conferences to Collaboration.
Olsson Thomas et al.
CSCW’98. Proceedings of the 1998 ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work,
Seattle, Washington, USA, 14–18 November 1998. New York: ACM Press, pp. 159–168.
Brignull, Harry, and Yvonne Rogers (2003). Enticing People to Interact with Large Public Displays in
Public Spaces. Proceedings of Interact’03. IOS Press, IFIP, pp. 17–24.
Brooke, J. (1996). SUS: a "quick and dirty" usability scale. In: P. W. Jordan, B. Thomas, B. A.
Weerdmeester, & A. L. McClelland (eds.) Usability Evaluation in Industry. Taylor and Francis.
Cacioppo, John T. (2009) Loneliness: Human Nature and the Need for Social Connection. New York:
W.W. Norton.
Cao, Xiang, Michael Massimi, and Ravin Balakrishnan (2008). Flashlight Jigsaw: An Exploratory
Study of an Ad-Hoc Multi-Player Game on Public Displays. CSCW’08. Proceedings of the 2008
ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work, San Diego, CA, USA, 08–12
November 2008. New York: ACM Press, pp. 77–86.
Cao, Xiang, Siân E. Lindley, John Helmes, and Abigail Sellen (2010). Telling the whole story:
anticipation, inspiration and reputation in a ﬁeld deployment of TellTable. CSCW '10. Proceedings
of the 2010 ACM conference on Computer supported cooperative work, Savannah, Georgia, USA,
06–10 February 2010. New York: ACM Press, pp. 251–260.
Caplan, Scott E. (2003) Preference for Online Social Interaction. A Theory of Problematic Internet
Use and Psychological Well-Being. Communication Research, Vol. 30, No. 6, December 2003, pp.
625–648.
Chan, Meng-Ying, Yi-Hsuan Lin; Long-Fei Lin, Ting-Wei Lin, Wei-Che Hsu, Chia-yu Chang, Rui
Liu, Ko-Yu Chang, Min-hua Lin, and Jane Yung-jen Hsu. (2017). WAKEY: Assisting Parent-child
Communication for Better Morning Routines. CSCW '17. Proceedings of the 2017 ACM
Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work and Social Computing, Portland, Oregon,
USA, 25 February – 01 March 2017. New York: ACM Press, pp. 2287–2299.
Chen, Jay, and Azza Abouzied (2016). One LED Is Enough: Catalyzing Face-to-Face Interactions at
Conferences with a Gentle Nudge. CSCW’16. Proceedings of the 19th ACM Conference on
Computer-Supported Cooperative Work & Social Computing, San Francisco, California, USA, 27
February – 02 March 2016. New York: ACM Press, pp. 172–183.
Choi, Yongsoon, Adrian David Cheok, Xavier Roman; The Anh Nguyen Kenichi Sugimoto and
Veronica Halupka (2011). Sound Perfume: Designing a Wearable Sound and Fragrance Media for
Face-to-Face Interpersonal Interaction. ACE’11. Proceedings of the 8th International Conference
on Advances in Computer Entertainment Technology, Lisbon, Portugal, 08–11 November 2011.
New York: ACM Press.
Chong, Ming Ki, Rene Mayrhofer, and Hans Gellersen (2014). A Survey of User Interaction for
Spontaneous Device Association. ACM Computing Surveys, vol. 47, no. 1, Article 8, May 2014),
40 p.
Churchill, Elizabeth; Andreas Girgensohn; Les Nelson; and Alison Lee (2004). Blending digital and
physical spaces for ubiquitous community participation. Communications of the ACM, Vol. 47, No.
2 (February 2004), pp. 38–44.
Clark, Herbert H.; and Susan E. Brennan (1991). Grounding in Communication. In Resnick, L. B. and
Levine, J. M. (eds.) Perspectives on socially shared cognition. American Psychological
Association.
Clawson, James; Amy Voida; Nirmal Patel; and Kent Lyons (2008). Mobiphos: a collocated-
synchronous mobile photo sharing application. MobileHCI’08. Proceedings of the 10th
international conference on Human computer interaction with mobile devices and services,
Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 02–05 September 2008. New York: ACM Press, pp. 187–195.
Cowan, Lisa G.; William G. Griswold; and James D. Hollan (2010) Applications of Projector Phones
for Social Computing. Proceedings of UbiProjection '10.
Technologies for Enhancing Collocated Social Interaction: Review of Design...
Cowan, Lisa G.; Nadir Weibel; William G. Griswold; Laura R. Pina; and James D. Hollan (2011).
Projector Phone Use: Practices and Social Implications. Personal and Ubiquitous Computing, Vol.
16, No. 1. Springer-Verlag, pp. 53–63.
Davis, Brian and Karrie Karahalios (2005). Telelogs: a social communication space for urban
environments. MobileHCI '05. Proceedings of the 7th international conference on Human
computer interaction with mobile devices & services, Salzburg, Austria, 19–22 September 2005.
New York: ACM Press, pp. 231–234.
Dickey-Kurdziolek, Margaret; Matthew Schaefer; Deborah Tatar; and Ian P. Renga (2010). Lessons
from thoughtswap-ing: increasing participants' coordinative agency in facilitated discussions.
CSCW’10. Proceedings of the 2010 ACM conference on Computer supported cooperative work,
Savannah, Georgia, USA, 06–10 February 2010. New York: ACM Press, pp. 81–90.
Dillenbourg, Pierre (1999) What do you mean by collaborative learning? In P. Dillenbourg (Ed)
Collaborative-learning: Cognitive and Computational Approaches. Oxford: Elsevier, pp.1–19.
DiMicco, Joan Morris; Katherine J. Hollenbach; Anna Pandolfo; and Walter Bender (2007). The
Impact of Increased Awareness While Face-to-Face. Human-Computer Interaction, Vol. 22, Nos.
1-2, pp. 47–96.
Du, Honglu; Mary Beth Rosson; and John M. Carroll (2012). Augmenting classroom participation
through public digital backchannels. GROUP’12. Proceedings of the 17th ACM international
conference on Supporting group work, Sanibel Island, Florida, USA, 27–31 October 2012. New
York: ACM Press, pp.155–164.
Durrant, Abigail; Duncan Rowland; David S. Kirk; Steve Benford; Joel E. Fischer; and Derek
McAuley (2011). Automics: souvenir generating photoware for theme parks. CHI’11. Proceedings
of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, Vancouver, BC, Canada, 07–
12 May 2011. New York: ACM Press, pp. 1767–1776.
Eagle, Nathan; and Alex Pentland (2005). Social Serendipity: Mobilizing Social Software. IEEE
Pervasive Computing, vol. 4, no. 2, Jan-Mar 2005, pp. 28–34.
Ellis, Clarence A.; Simon J. Gibbs; and Gail Rein (1991). Groupware: Some Issues and Experiences.
Communications of the ACM, vol. 34, no. 1, January 1991, pp. 39–58.
Epstein, Nathan; Duane S. Bishop; and Sol Levin (1993). The McMaster Model View of Healthy
Family Functioning. Journal of Marital and Family Therapy, Vol 4, Issue 4, pp. 19–31.
Esbjörnsson, Mattias; Oskar Juhlin; and Mattias Östergren (2004). Trafﬁc encounters and Hocman:
associating motorcycle ethnography with design. Personal Ubiquitous Computing, vol. 8, no. 2,
May 2004, pp. 92–99.
Falk, Jennica; and Staffan Björk (1999). The BubbleBadge: a wearable public display. CHI EA '99.
CHI '99 Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in Computing Systems. New York: ACM Press, pp.
318–319.
Fischer, Joel; Martin Porcheron; Andrés Lucero; Aaron Quigley; Stacey Scott; Luigina Ciolﬁ; John
Rooksby; and Nemanja Memarovic (2016). Collocated Interaction: New Challenges in ‘Same
Time, Same Place’ Research. CSCW’16 companion. Proceedings of the 19th ACM Conference on
Computer Supported Cooperative Work and Social Computing Companion. New York: ACM
Press, pp. 465–472.
Fjeld, Morten; Paweł Woźniak; Josh Cowls; and Bonnie Nardi (2015). Ad hoc encounters with big
data: Engaging citizens in conversations around tabletops. First Monday Open Journal on the
Internet, vol. 20, no. 2, February 2015.
Fogg, B. J. (2002). Persuasive technology: using computers to change what we think and do.
Ubiquity, Vol. 2002, Issue December, Article No. 5.
Fosh, Lesley; Steve Benford; and Boriana Koleva (2016). Supporting Group Coherence in a Museum
Visit. CSCW’16. Proceedings of the 19th ACM Conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative
Work & Social Computing, San Francisco, California, USA, 27 February – 02 March 2016. New
York: ACM Press, pp. 1–12.
Olsson Thomas et al.
Gallacher, Sarah; Jenny O’Connor; Jon Bird; Yvonne Rogers; Licia Capra; Daniel Harrison; and Paul
Marshall (2015). Mood Squeezer: Lightening up the Workplace through Playful and Lightweight
Interactions. CSCW’15. Proceedings of the 18th ACM Conference on Computer Supported
Cooperative Work & Social Computing, Vancouver, BC, Canada, 14–18 March 2015. New York:
ACM Press, pp. 891–902.
Goffman, Erving (1959). The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life. New York: Doubleday.
Goffman, Erving (1963) Behavior in Public Places. New York: The Free Press.
Goh, Wooi Boon; Ming Chen; Cuong Hong Trinh; Jacquelyn Tan; and Wei Shou (2014). The MOY
framework for collaborative play design in integrated shared and private interactive spaces.
CHI’14. Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. New
York: ACM Press, pp. 391–400.
Goode, William J. (1960) A Theory of Role Strain. American Sociological Review. Vol. 25, No. 4,
Aug., 1960, pp. 483–496.
Grasso, Antonietta; and Jean-Luc Meunier (2002) Who can claim complete abstinence from peeking
at print jobs? CSCW’02. Proceedings of the 2002 ACM conference on Computer supported
cooperative work. New York: ACM Press, pp. 296–305.
Graves Petersen, Marianne; Peter Gall Krogh; Martin Ludvigsen; and Andreas Lykke-Olesen (2005).
Floor interaction HCI reaching new ground. CHI EA '05. CHI '05 Extended Abstracts on Human
Factors in Computing Systems. New York: ACM Press, pp. 1717–1720.
Grudin, Jonathan (2010). CSCW: Time Passed, Tempest, and Time Past. ACM Interactions,
July 2010.
Grudin, Jonathan; and Steven Poltrock (2003) Computer-supported cooperative work and groupware.
In: M. Zelkowitz (ed.). Advances in Computers. Academic Press.
Gugenheimer, Jan; Katrin Plaumann; Florian Schaub; Patrizia Di Campli San Vito; Saskia Duck;
Melanie Rabus; and Enrico Rukzio (2017). The Impact of Assistive Technology on Communi-
cation Quality Between Deaf and Hearing Individuals. CSCW '17. Proceedings of the 2017 ACM
Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work and Social Computing. New York: ACM
Press, pp. 669–682.
Hall, Edvard (1963) A system for the notation of proxemic behavior. American anthropologist, Vol
65, No. 5, pp. 1003–1026.
Harry, Drew; Eric Gordon; and Chris Schmandt (2012). Setting the stage for interaction: a tablet
application to augment group discussion in a seminar class. CSCW '12. Proceedings of the ACM
2012 conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work. New York: ACM Press, pp. 1071–
1080.
Hart, S. G.; and L. E. Staveland (1988). Development of NASA-TLX (Task Load Index): Results of
empirical and theoretical research. In P. A. Hancock and N. Meshkati (Eds.) Human Mental
Workload. Amsterdam: North Holland Press.
Hassenzahl, Marc; Stephanie Heidecker; Kai Eckoldt; Sarah Diefenbach; and Uwe Hillmann (2012).
All You Need is Love: Current Strategies of Mediating Intimate Relationships through Technology.
ACM Transactions of Computer-Human Interaction, Vol. 19, No. 4, article 30, 19p.
Heinemann, T; and Robb Mitchell (2014). Breaching barriers to collaboration in public spaces. TEI
‘14. Proceedings of the 8th International Conference on Tangible, Embedded and Embodied
Interaction, Munich, Germany, 16–19 February 2014. New York: ACM press, pp. 213–220.
Hinckley, K. (2003). Synchronous gestures for multiple persons and computers. UIST’03. Proceedings
of the 16th annual ACM symposium on User interface software and technology. New York: ACM
Press, pp. 149–158.
Hinrichs, Uta; and Sheelagh Carpendale (2011). Gestures in the wild: studying multi-touch gesture
sequences on interactive tabletop exhibits. CHI’11. Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on
Human Factors in Computing Systems. New York: ACM Press, pp. 3023–3032.
Technologies for Enhancing Collocated Social Interaction: Review of Design...
Holmquist, Lars Erik; Jennica Falk; and Joakim Wigström (1999). Supporting Group Collaboration
with Interpersonal Awareness Devices. Personal Technologies, Vol. 3, Nos. 1–2. Springer-Verlag,
pp. 13–21.
Hsiao, Joey Chiao-Yin; and Tawanna R. Dillahunt (2017). People-Nearby Applications: How
Newcomers Move Their Relationships Ofﬂine and Develop Social and Cultural Capital. CSCW’17.
Proceedings of the 2017 ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work and Social
Computing. New York: ACM Press, pp. 26–40.
Huggard, Amy; Anushka De Mel; Jayden Garner; Cagdas ‘chad’ Toprak; Alan Chatham; and Florian
‘ﬂoyd’ Mueller (2013). Musical Embrace: Exploring Social Awkwardness in Digital Games.
Ubicomp’13. Proceedings of the 2013 ACM International Joint Conference on Pervasive and
Ubiquitous Computing. New York: ACM Press, pp. 725–728.
Iwatani, Yukari (1998). Love: Japanese style. Wired News, June 11th.
Jarusriboonchai, Pradthana; Thomas Olsson; and Kaisa Väänänen-Vainio-Mattila. (2014a). User
experience of proactive audio-based social devices: a wizard-of-oz study. MUM’14. Proceedings of
the 13th International Conference on Mobile and Ubiquitous Multimedia. New York: ACM Press,
pp. 98–106.
Jarusriboonchai, Pradthana; Sus Lundgren; Thomas Olsson; Joel Fischer; Nemanja Memarovic; Stuart
Reeves; Paweł Woźniak; Olof Torgersson (2014b). Personal or social? Designing Mobile
Interactions for Co-located Interaction. NordiCHI ‘14. Proceedings of the 8th Nordic Conference
on Human-Computer Interaction, Fun, Fast, Foundational. New York: ACM Press, pp. 829–832.
Jarusriboonchai, Pradthana; Thomas Olsson; Vikas Prabhu; and Kaisa Väänänen-Vainio-Mattila
(2015a). CueSense: AWearable Proximity-Aware Display Enhancing Encounters. CHI EA ‘15. The
33rd Annual ACM Conference Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in Computing Systems. New
York: ACM Press, pp. 2127–2132.
Jarusriboonchai, Pradthana; Thomas Olsson; and Kaisa Väänänen-Vainio-Mattila (2015b). Social
Displays on Mobile Devices: Increasing Collocated People's Awareness of the User's Activities.
MobileHCI '15. Proceedings of the 17th International Conference on Human-Computer Interaction
with Mobile Devices and Services, Copenhagen, Denmark, 24–27 August 2015. New York: ACM
Press, pp. 254–263.
Jarusriboonchai, Pradthana; Aris Malapaschas; and Thomas Olsson. (2016a). Design and Evaluation
of a Multi-Player Mobile Game for Icebreaking Activity. CHI’16. Proceedings of the 2016 CHI
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, San Jose, California, USA, 07–12
May 2016. New York: ACM Press, pp. 4366–4377.
Jarusriboonchai, Pradthana; Aris Malapaschas; Thomas Olsson; and Kaisa Väänänen (2016b).
Increasing Collocated People's Awareness of the Mobile User's Activities: a Field Trial of Social
Displays. CSCW’16. Proceedings of the 19th ACM Conference on Computer-Supported
Cooperative Work & Social Computing, San Francisco, California, USA, 27 February – 02
March 2016. New York: ACM Press, pp. 1691–1702.
Ju, Wendy; Brian A. Lee; and Scott R. Klemmer (2008). Range: exploring implicit interaction through
electronic whiteboard design. CSCW '08. Proceedings of the 2008 ACM conference on Computer
supported cooperative work, San Diego, CA, USA, 08–12 November 2008. New York: ACM Press,
pp. 17–26.
Jumisko-Pyykkö, Satu; and Teija Vainio (2012). Framing the Context of Use for Mobile HCI. In J.
Lumsden (Ed.) Social and Organizational Impacts of Emerging Mobile Devices: Evaluating Use.
IGI Global, pp. 2012. 217–248.
Kan, Viirj; Katsuya Fujii; Judith Amores; Chang Long Zhu Jin; Pattie Maes; and Hiroshi Ishii (2015).
Social Textiles: Social Affordances and Icebreaking Interactions Through Wearable Social
Messaging. TEI ‘15. Proceedings of the Ninth International Conference on Tangible, Embedded,
and Embodied Interaction, Stanford, California, USA, 15–19 January 2015. New York: ACM
Press, pp. 619–624.
Olsson Thomas et al.
Kao, Hsin-Liu; and Chris Schmandt (2015). MugShots: A Mug Display for Front and Back Stage
Social Interaction in the Workplace. TEI ‘15. Proceedings of the Ninth International Conference on
Tangible, Embedded, and Embodied Interaction, Stanford, California, USA, 15–19 January 2015.
New York: ACM Press, pp. 57–60.
Karahalios, K.; and J. Donath (2004). Telemurals: Linking Remote Spaces with Social Catalysts.
CHI‘04. Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems,
Vienna, Austria, 24–29 April 2004. New York: ACM Press, pp. 615–622.
Kelly, Ryan; Daniel Gooch; Bhagyashree Patil; and Leon Watts (2017). Demanding by Design:
Supporting Effortful Communication Practices in Close Personal Relationships. CSCW '17.
Proceedings of the 2017 ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work and Social
Computing, Portland, Oregon, USA, 25 February – 01 March 2017. New York: ACM Press, pp.
70–83.
Kiesler, Sara; Jane Siegel; Timothy W. McGuire (1984). Social psychological aspects of computer-
mediated communication. American Psychologist, Vol. 39, No. 10, pp. 1123–1134.
Kirkham, Reuben; Sebastian Mellor; David Green; Jiun-Shian Lin; Karim, Ladha; Cassim Ladha;
Daniel Jackson; Patrick Olivier; Peter Wright; and Thomas Ploetz (2013). The break-time
barometer: an exploratory system for workplace break-time social awareness. UbiComp '13.
Proceedings of the 2013 ACM international joint conference on Pervasive and ubiquitous
computing, Zurich, Switzerland, 08–12 September 2013. New York: ACM Press, pp. 73–82.
Kleinman, Lisa; Tad Hirsch; and Matt Yurdana (2015). Exploring Mobile Devices as Personal Public
Displays. MobileHCI '15. Proceedings of the 17th International Conference on Human-Computer
Interaction with Mobile Devices and Services, Copenhagen, Denmark, 24–27 August 2015. New
York: ACM Press, pp. 233–243.
Ko, Minsam; Seungwoo Choi; Koji Yatani; and Uichin Lee (2016). Lock N’ LoL: Group-Based
Limiting Assistance App to Mitigate Smartphone Distractions in Group Activities. CHI '16.
Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems San Jose,
California, USA, 07–12 May 2016. New York: ACM Press, pp. 998–1010.
Kostakos, Vassilis; Eamonn O’Neill; Anuroop Shahi (2006). Building Common Ground for Face to
Face Interactions by Sharing Mobile Device Context. In: Hazas M., Krumm J., Strang T. (eds)
Location- and Context-Awareness (LoCA 2006). Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol. 3987.
Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer, pp. 222–238.
Krafft, Peter M.; Michael Macy; and Alex BSandy^ Pentland (2017). Bots as Virtual Confederates:
Design and Ethics. CSCW '17. Proceedings of the 2017 ACM Conference on Computer Supported
Cooperative Work and Social Computing, Portland, Oregon, USA, 25 February – 01 March 2017.
New York: ACM Press, pp. 183–190.
Kreitmayer, Stefan; Yvonne Rogers; Robin Laney; and Stephen Peake (2013). UniPad: Orchestrating
Collaborative Activities through Shared Tablets and an Integrated Wall Display. UbiComp '13
Proceedings of the 2013 ACM international joint conference on Pervasive and ubiquitous
computing, Zurich, Switzerland, 08–12 September 2013. New York: ACM Press, pp. 801–810.
Krogh, Peter Gall; and Marianne Graves Petersen (2010). Designing for Collective Interaction:
Toward Desirable Spaces in Homes and Libraries. In D. Randall and P. Salembier (eds.) From
CSCW to Web 2.0: European Developments in Collaborative Design. London: Springer, pp. 97–
113.
Krogh, Peter Gall; Martin Ludvigsen; and Andreas Lykke- Olesen (2004). Help Me Pull That Cursor
A Collaborative Interactive Floor Enhancing Community Interaction. Australasian Journal of
Information Systems, vol. 11, no. 2, May 2004.
Kytö, Mikko; and David McGookin (2017). Augmenting Multi-Party Face-to-Face Interactions
Amongst Strangers with User Generated Content. Journal of Computer Supported Cooperative
Work, Vol. 26. Springer, pp. 1–36
Technologies for Enhancing Collocated Social Interaction: Review of Design...
Lapinski, Maria Knight; and Rajiv N. Rimal (2005). An Expliecation of Social Norms.
Communication Theory, May 2005, pp. 127–147.
Lopez, Gustavo; and Luis A. Guerrero (2017). Awareness Supporting Technologies used in
Collaborative Systems: A Systematic Literature Review. CSCW ‘17. Proceedings of the 2017
ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work and Social Computing, Portland,
Oregon, USA, 25 February −01 March 2017. New York: ACM Press, pp. 808–820.
Lucero, Andrés; Jussi Holopainen; and Tero Jokela (2011). Pass-them-around: collaborative use of
mobile phones for photo sharing. CHI ‘11. Proceedings of the 2011 annual conference on Human
factors in computing systems, Vancouver, BC, Canada, 07–12 May 2011. New York: ACM Press,
pp. 1787–1796.
Lucero, Andrés; Jussi Holopainen; and Tero Jokela. (2012) MobiComics: Collaborative Use of
Mobile Phones and Large Displays for Public Expression. MobileHCI ‘12. Proceedings of the 14th
International Conference on Human-Computer Interaction with Mobile Devices and Services, San
Francisco, California, USA, 21–24 September 2012. New York: ACM Press, pp. 383–392.
Ludvigsen, Martin (2005). Designing for Social Use in Public Places – a Conceptual Framework of
Social Interaction. DPPI’05. Proceedings of Designing Pleasurable Products and Interfaces 2015.
Lukowicz, Paul; Sandy Pentland; and Alois Ferscha (2012). From Context Awareness to Socially
Aware Computing. IEEE Pervasive Computing, Vol. 11, No. 1. IEEE, pp. 32–41.
Lundgren, Sus; and Olof Torgersson (2013). Bursting the Mobile Bubble. First International
Workshop on Designing Mobile Face-to-Face Group Interactions, in conjunction with ECSCW
2013, European Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work.
Lundgren, Sus; Joel E. Fischer; Stuart Reeves; and Olof Torgersson (2015). Designing Mobile
Experiences for Collocated Interaction. CSCW '15. Proceedings of the 18th ACM Conference on
Computer Supported Cooperative Work & Social Computing, Vancouver, BC, Canada, 14–18
March 2015. New York: ACM Press, pp. 496–507.
Macskassy, Sofus A. (2012) On the Study of Social Interactions in Twitter. ICWSM’12. Proceedings
of the Sixth International AAAI Conference on Weblogs and Social Media. Association for the
Advancement of Artiﬁcial Intelligence, pp. 226–233.
Mantovani, Giuseppe (1996) Social Context in HCI: A New Framework for Mental Models,
Cooperation, and Communication. Cognitive Science, Vol. 20, No. 2. pp. 237–269.
Marianne Graves Petersen; Peter Gall Krogh; Morten Boye Mortensen; Thomas Møller-Lassen; and
Ditte Hvas Mortensen (2010). Collective interaction by design collective controllers for social
navigation on digital photos. In Proceedings of the 6th Nordic Conference on Human-Computer
Interaction: Extending Boundaries (NordiCHI '10). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 353–362. https://
doi.org/10.1145/1868914.1868956.
Matsushita, Mitsunori; Makoto Iida; Takeshi Ohguro; Yoshinari Shirai; Yasuaki Kakehi; and Takeshi
Naemura (2004). Lumisight table: a face-to-face collaboration support system that optimizes
direction of projected information to each stakeholder. CSCW '04. Proceedings of the 2004 ACM
conference on Computer supported cooperative work, Chicago, Illinois, USA, 06–10 November
2004. New York: ACM Press, pp. 274–283.
Mauriello, M.; M. Gubbels; and J. Frohlich (2014) Social fabric ﬁtness: the design and evaluation of
wearable E-textile displays to support group running. CHI ‘14. Proceedings of the SIGCHI
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, Toronto, Ontario, Canada, 26 April −01
May 2014. New York: ACM Press, pp. 2833–2842.
Mayer, Julia M.; Roxanne Starr Hiltz; and Quentin Jones (2015). Making Social Matching Context-
Aware - Design Concepts and Open Challenges. CHI ‘15. Proceedings of the ACM Conference on
Human Factors in Computing Systems, Seoul, Republic of Korea, 18–23 April 2015. New York:
ACM Press, pp. 545–554.
McCarthy, Joseph F.; David W. McDonald; Suzanne Soroczak; David H. Nguyen; and Al M. Rashid
(2004). Augmenting the social space of an academic conference. CSCW '04. Proceedings of the
Olsson Thomas et al.
2004 ACM conference on Computer supported cooperative work, Chicago, Illinois, USA, 06–10
November 2004. New York: ACM Press, pp. 39–48.
McCarthy, Joseph F.; Ben Congleton; and F. Maxwell Harper (2008). The Context, Content &
Community Collage: Sharing Personal Digital Media in the Physical Workplace. CSCW ‘08.
Proceedings of the 2008 ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work, San Diego,
CA, USA, 08–12 November 2008. New York: ACM Press, pp. 97–106.
Memarovic, Nemanja; Marc Langheinrich; Vassilis Kostakos; Geraldine Fitzpatrick; Elaine M. Huang
(2012a). Workshop on Computer Mediated Social Ofﬂine Interactions (SOFTec 2012). UbiComp
‘12. Proceedings of the 2012 ACM Conference on Ubiquitous Computing, Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania, 05–08 September 2012. New York: ACM Press, p. 790.
Memarovic, Nemanja; Marc Langheinrich; Florian Alt; Ivan Elhart; Simo Hosio; and Elisa Rubegni
(2012b). Using Public Displays to Stimulate Passive Engagement, Active Engagement, and
Discovery in Public Spaces. MAB ‘12. Proceedings of the 4th Media Architecture Biennale
Conference on Participation, Aarhus, Denmark, 15–17 November 2012. New York: ACM Press,
pp. 55–64.
Memarovic, N.; Fatah gen. Schieck, A.; Schnädelbach, H.; Kostopoulou, E.; North, S.; and Ye, L.
(2015). Capture the Moment – “In the Wild” Longitudinal Case Study of Situated Snapshots
Captured Through an Urban Screen in a Community Setting. In Proceedings of the International
Conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work & Social Computing (CSCW’15) pp. 242–
253. ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675165.
Mencarini, Eleonora; Leonardo Giusti; and Massimo Zancanaro (2012). An investigation on
acceptance and rejection of public displays in a knowledge company. PerDis '12. Proceedings of
the 2012 International Symposium on Pervasive Displays, Porto, Portugal, 04–05 June 2012. New
York: ACM Press, Article 16, 6p.
Milgram, Stanley (1972). The Familiar Stranger: An Aspect of Urban Anonymity. The Division 8
Newsletter, Division of Personality and Social Psychology. American Psychological Association.
Mireya Silva, G.F.; A. Raposo; and M. Suplino (2015) Exploring Collaboration Patterns in a
Multitouch Game to Encourage Social Interaction and Collaboration Among Users with Autism
Spectrum Disorder. Journal of Computer Supported Cooperative Work, Vol. 24, Nos. 2-3, pp. 149–
175.
Misra, Shalini; Lulu Cheng; Jamie Genevie; and Miao Yuan (2014) The iPhone Effect: The Quality of
In-Person Social Interactions in the Presence of Mobile Devices. Environment and Behavior, Vol.
48, No. 2. SAGE, pp. 275–298.
Muralidhar, Skanda; Jean M. R. Costa; Laurent Son Nguyen; and Daniel Gatica-Perez (2016). Dites-
moi: wearable feedback on conversational behavior. MUM '16. Proceedings of the 15th
International Conference on Mobile and Ubiquitous Multimedia, Rovaniemi, Finland, 12–15
December 2016. New York: ACM Press, pp. 261–265.
Nazzi, Elena; and Tomas Sokoler (2011). Walky for Embodied Microblogging: Sharing Mundane
Activities through Augmented veryday Objects. MobileHCI ‘11. Proceedings of the 13th
International Conference on Human Computer Interaction with Mobile Devices and Services,
Stockholm, Sweden, 30 August – 02 September 2011. New York: ACM Press, pp. 563–568.
Nelimarkka, Matti; Kai Kuikkaniemi; and Giulio Jacucci (2014). A Field Trial of an Anonymous
Backchannel Among Primary School Pupils. GROUP '14. Proceedings of the 18th International
Conference on Supporting Group Work, Sanibel Island, Florida, USA, 09–12 November 2014.
New York: ACM Press, pp. 238–242.
Nguyen, Tien T.; Duyen T. Nguyen; Shamsi T. Iqbal; and Eyal Ofek (2015). The Known Stranger:
Supporting Conversations between Strangers with Personalized Topic Suggestions. CHI ‘15.
Proceedings of the 33rd Annual ACM Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems Seoul,
Republic of Korea, 18–23 April 2015. New York: ACM Press, pp. 555–564.
Technologies for Enhancing Collocated Social Interaction: Review of Design...
Oduor, Erick; Carman Neustaedter; William Odom; Anthony Tang; Niala Moallem; Melanie Tory;
and Pourang Irani (2016). The Frustrations and Beneﬁts of Mobile Device Usage in the Home
when Co-Present with Family Members. DIS '16. Proceedings of the 2016 ACM Conference on
Designing Interactive Systems, Brisbane, QLD, Australia, 04–08 June 2016. New York: ACM
Press, pp. 1315–1327.
Paasovaara, Susanna; Ekaterina Olshannikova; Pradthana Jarusriboonchai; Aris Malapaschas; and
Thomas Olsson (2016). Next2You: a proximity-based social application aiming to encourage
interaction between nearby people. MUM '16. Proceedings of the 15th International Conference on
Mobile and Ubiquitous Multimedia, Rovaniemi, Finland, 12–15 December 2016. New York: ACM
Press, pp. 81–90.
Paasovaara, Susanna; Pradthana Jarusriboonchai; and Thomas Olsson (2017). Understanding
collocated social interaction between Pokémon GO players. MUM '17. Proceedings of the 16th
International Conference on Mobile and Ubiquitous Multimedia, Stuttgart, Germany, 26–29
November 2017. New York: ACM Press, pp. 151–163.
Paay, Jeni; and Jesper Kjeldskov (2008). Understanding Situated Social Interactions: A Case Study of
Public Places in the City. Journal of Computer Supported Cooperative Work, Vol. 17, Nos. 2-3, pp.
275–290.
Park, Chunjong; Junsung Lim; Juho Kim; Sung-Ju Lee; and Dongman Lee (2017). Don't Bother Me.
I'm Socializing!: A Breakpoint-Based Smartphone Notiﬁcation System. CSCW '17. Proceedings of
the 2017 ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work and Social Computing,
Portland, Oregon, USA, 25 February – 01 March 2017. New York: ACM Press, pp. 541–554.
Paulos, Eric; and Elizabeth Goodman (2004). The Familiar Stranger: Anxiety, Comfort, and Play in
Public Places. CHI ‘04. Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems, Vienna, Austria, 24–29 April 2004. New York: ACM Press, pp. 223–230.
Pearson, Jennifer; Simon Robinson; and Matt Jones (2015). It's About Time: Smartwatches as Public
Displays. CHI '15. Proceedings of the 33rd Annual ACM Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems, Seoul, Republic of Korea, 18–23 April 2015. New York: ACM Press, pp.
1257–1266.
Persson, Per; Jan Blom; and Younghee Jung (2005). DigiDress: A Field Trial of an Expressive
SocialProximity Application. UbiComp 2005. 7th International Conference of Ubiquitous
Computing, Tokyo, Japan, 11–14 September 2005. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, pp. 195–212.
Piper, Anne Marie; Nadir Weibel; and James Hollan (2013). Audio-Enhanced Paper Photos:
Encouraging Social Interaction at Age 105. CSCW ‘13. Proceedings of the 2013 Conference on
Computer Supported Cooperative Work, San Antonio, Texas, USA, 23–27 February 2013. New
York: ACM Press, pp. 215–224.
Porcheron, Martin; Joel E. Fischer; and Sarah Sharples (2016). Using Mobile Phones in Pub Talk.
CSCW '16. Proceedings of the 19th ACM Conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work
& Social Computing, San Francisco, California, USA, 27 February −02 March 2016. New York:
ACM Press, pp. 1649–1661.
Porcheron, Martin; Joel E. Fischer; and Sarah Sharples (2017). "Do Animals Have Accents?": Talking
with Agents in Multi-Party Conversation. CSCW '17. Proceedings of the 2017 ACMcConference
on Computer Supported Cooperative Work and Social Computing, Portland, Oregon, USA, 25
February – 01 March 2017. New York: ACM Press, pp. 207–219.
Powell, Evie; Rachel Brinkman; Tiffany Barnes; and Veronica Catete (2012). Table Tilt: Making
Friends Fast. FDG '12. Proceedings of the International Conference on the Foundations of Digital
Games. New York: ACM Press, pp. 242–245.
Putnam, Robert D. (2000). Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community. New
York: Simon & Schuster.
Ramaswamy, Venkat; and Francis Gouillart (2010). Building the Co-Creative Enterprise. Harvard
Business Review, Vol. 88, No. 10.
Olsson Thomas et al.
Reeves, Stuart; Scott Sherwood; and Barry Brown (2010). Designing for crowds. NordiCHI '10.
Proceedings of the 6th Nordic Conference on Human-Computer Interaction: Extending
Boundaries, Reykjavik, Iceland, 16–20 October 2010. New York: ACM Press, pp. 393–402.
Reitmaier, Thomas; Pierre Benz; and Gary Marsden (2013). Designing and Theorizing Co-located
Interactions. CHI '13. Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems, Paris, France, 27 April – 02 May 2013. New York: ACM Press, pp. 381–390.
Robinson, Simon; Matt Jones; Elina Vartiainen; and Gary Marsden (2012). PicoTales: Collaborative
Authoring of Animated Stories Using Handheld Projectors. CSCW ‘12. Proceedings of the ACM
2012 Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work, Seattle, Washington, USA, 11–15
February 2012. New York: ACM Press, pp. 671–680.
Roughton, Adam; John Downs; Beryl Plimmer; and Ian Warren (2011). The crowd in the cloud:
moving beyond traditional boundaries for large scale experiences in the cloud. AUIC '11.
Proceedings of the Twelfth Australasian User Interface Conference, Vol. 117. Darlinghurst,
Australia: Australian Computer Society, pp. 29–38.
Rubin, Victoria L.; Jacquelyn Burkell; and Anabel Quan-Haase (2011). Facets of serendipity in
everyday chance encounters: a grounded theory approach to blog analysis. Information Research,
Vol. 16, No. 3.
Ryan, Richard M.; Edward L. Deci (2000). Self-determination Theory and the Facilitation of Intrinsic
Motivation, Social Development, and Well-being. American Psychologist, Vol. 55, No. 1,
Jan 2000, pp. 68–78.
Sacco, Donald F.; and Mohamed M. Ismail (2014). Social Belongingness Satisfaction as a Function of
Interaction Medium: Face-to-face Interactions Facilitate Greater Social Belonging and Interaction
Enjoyment Compared to Instant Messaging. Computers in Human Behavior, Vol. 36, Jul 2014, pp.
359–364.
Sacks, Harvey (1992). Lectures on Conversation: Volumes I and II. Oxford: Blackwell.
Salen, Katie; and Eric Zimmerman (2004). Rules of Play: Game Design Fundamentals. MIT Press.
Sanneblad, Johan; and Lars Erik Holmquist (2004). BWhy Is Everyone Inside Me?!^ Using Shared
Displays in Mobile Computer Games. ICEC 2004. Proceedings of International Conference on
Entertainment Computing 200, LNCS 3166. Springer, pp. 487–498.
Schildt, Emily; Martin Leinfors; and Louise Barkhuus (2016). Communication, Coordination and
Awareness around Continuous Location Sharing. GROUP '16. Proceedings of the 19th
International Conference on Supporting Group Work, Sanibel Island, Florida, USA, 13–16
November 2016. New York: ACM Press, pp. 257–265.
Schroeder, Ralph (2002). Social Interaction in Virtual Environments: Key Issues, Common Themes,
and a Framework for Research. In R. Schroeder (Ed.) The Social Life of Avatars: Presence and
Interaction in Shared Virtual Environments. London: Springer.
Seeburger, Jan; Marcus Foth; and Dian Tjondronegoro (2012). The Sound of Music: Sharing Song
Selections Between Collocated Strangers in Public Urban Places. MUM '12. Proceedings of the
11th International Conference on Mobile and Ubiquitous Multimedia, Ulm, Germany, 04–06
December 2012. New York: ACM Press, Article 34, 10p.
Snyder, Jaime; Mark Matthews; Jacqueline Chien; Pamara F. Chang; Emily Sun; Saeed Abdullah; and
Geri Gay (2015). MoodLight: Exploring Personal and Social Implications of Ambient Display of
Biosensor Data. CSCW '15. Proceedings of the 18th ACM Conference on Computer Supported
Cooperative Work & Social Computing, Vancouver, BC, Canada, 14–18 March 2015. New York:
ACM Press, pp. 143–153.
Soute, Iris; Panos Markopoulos; and Remco Magielse (2010). Head Up Games: combining the best of
both worlds by merging traditional and digital play. Personal Ubiquitous Computing, Vol. 14, No.
5, July 2010, pp. 435–444.
Technologies for Enhancing Collocated Social Interaction: Review of Design...
Steﬁk, Mark; Gregg Foster; Daniel G. Bobrow; Kenneth Kahn; Stan Lanning; and Lucy Suchman
(1987). Beyond the Chalkboard: Computer Support for Collaboration and Problem Solving in
Meetings. Communications of the ACM, Vol. 30, No. 1, pp. 32–47.
Stewart, Jason; Benjamin B. Bederson; and Allison Druin (1999). Single Display Groupware: A
Model for Co-Present Collaboration. CHI ‘99. Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human
Factors in Computing Systems, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, USA, 15–20 May 1999. New York:
ACM Press, pp. 286–293.
Stromer-Galley, J. (2004) Interactivity-as-Product and Interactivity-as-Process. Journal of The
Information Society, Vol. 20, No. 5.
Struppek, Mirjam (2006) The social potential of Urban Screens. Visual Communication, Vol. 5, No. 2.
SAGE Publications, pp. 173–188.
Sumi, Yasuyuki; and Kenji Mase; (2001). AgentSalon: Facilitating Face-to-Face Knowledge
Exchange through Conversations among Personal Agents. AGENTS ‘01. Proceedings of the Fifth
International Conference on Autonomous Agents, Montreal, Quebec, Canada. New York: ACM
Press, pp. 393–400.
Sumi, Yasuyuki; and Kenji Mase (2002) Supporting the awareness of shared interests and experiences
in communities. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, Vol. 56, No. 1, 2002, pp. 127–
146.
Szentgyorgyi, Christine; Michael Terry; and Edward Lank (2008). Renegade gaming: practices
surrounding social use of the Nintendo DS handheld gaming system. CHI '08. Proceedings of the
SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, Florence, Italy, 05–10 April 2008.
New York: ACM Press, pp. 1463–1472.
Szymanski, Margaret H.; Paul M. Aoki; Rebecca E. Grinter; Amy Hurst; James D. Thornton; and
Allison Woodruff (2008). Sotto Voce: Facilitating Social Learning in a Historic House. Computer
Supported Cooperative Work, Vol. 17, No. 5, February 2008, pp. 5–34.
Tang, John C (1991). Findings from Observational Studies of Collaborative Work. International
Journal of Man-Machine Studies, Vol. 34, No. 2, pp. 143–160.
Taylor, Alex S.; Laurel Swan; Abigail Durrant (2007) Designing Family Photo Displays. ECSCW’07.
Proceedings of the Tenth European Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work,
Limerick, Ireland, 24–28 September 2007. Springer, pp. Tenenberg, J.; WM. Roth; and D. Socha
(2016) From I-Awareness to We-Awareness in CSCW. Computer Supported Cooperative Work,
Vol. 25, Nos. 4–5, pp. 235–278.
Tenenberg, J.; WM. Roth; and D. Socha (2016) From I-Awareness to We-Awareness in CSCW.
Computer Supported Cooperative Work, Vol. 25, Nos. 4–5, pp. 235–278.
Tennenhouse, David (2000). Proactive computing. Communications of the ACM, Vol. 43, No. 5,
May 2000, pp. 43–50.
Terrenghi, Lucia; Aaron Quigley; Alan Dix (2009). A taxonomy for and analysis of multi-person-
display ecosystems. Personal and Ubiquitous Computing, Vol. 13, Issue 8, November 2009, pp.
583–598.
Turkle, Sherry (2011). Alone Together: Why We Expect More from Technology and Less from Each
Other. New York: Basic Books, Inc.
Väänänen-Vainio-Mattila, Kaisa ; Thomas Olsson; and Jonna Häkkilä (2015). Towards Deeper
Understanding of User Experience with Ubiquitous Computing Systems: Systematic Literature
Review and Design Framework. Human-Computer Interaction – INTERACT 2015: 15th IFIP TC
13 International Conference, Bamberg, Germany, September 14-18, 2015, Proceedings, Part III.
Springer Verlag, 2015. pp. 384–401 (Lecture Notes in Computer Science).
Van House, Nancy A. (2009). Collocated Photo Sharing, Story-telling, and the Performance of Self.
International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, Vol. 67, No. 12, December 2009, pp. 1073–
1086.
Olsson Thomas et al.
Vyas, Dhaval; Alan Dix; and Gerrit van der Veer (2015) Reﬂections and Encounters: Exploring
Awareness in an Academic Environment. Computer Supported Cooperative Work, Vol. 24, No. 4,
pp 277–317.
West, Edie (1999). The Big Book of Icebreakers: Quick, Fun Activities for Energizing Meetings and
Workshops. McGraw Hill Professional.
Whyte, William H. (2001). The Social Life of Small Urban Spaces. Ingram, 125p.
Woźniak, Paweł; Kristina Knaving; Staffan Björk; and Morten Fjeld (2015). RUFUS: Remote
Supporter Feedback for Long-Distance Runners. MobileHCI '15. Proceedings of the 17th
International Conference on Human-Computer Interaction with Mobile Devices and Services,
Copenhagen, Denmark, 24–27 August 2015. New York: ACM Press, pp. 115–124.
Yee, Susan; and Kat S. Park (2005). StudioBRIDGE: using group, location, and event information to
bridge online and ofﬂine encounters for co-located learning groups. CHI '05. Proceedings of the
SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, Portland, Oregon, USA, 02–07
April 2005. New York: ACM Press, pp. 551–560.
Yee, Edmond; Josh Joiner; Tai An; and Andrew Dang (2012). Combiform: beyond co-attentive play, a
combinable social gaming platform. CHI '12 Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in Computing
Systems, Austin, Texas, USA, 05–10 May 2012. New York: ACM Press, pp. 1357–1362.
Yoon, Jennifer; Jun Oishi; Jason Nawyn; Kazue Kobayashi; and Neeti Gupta (2004). FishPong:
Encouraging Human-to-Human Interaction in Informal Social Environments. CSCW ‘04.
Proceedings of the 2004 ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work, Chicago,
Illinois, USA, 06–10 November 2004. New York: ACM Press, pp. 374–77.
Yuill, Nicola; and Yvonne Rogers (2012). Mechanisms for Collaboration: A Design and Evaluation
Framework for Multi-User Interfaces. ACM Transactions on Computer-Human Interaction, Vol.
19, No. 1, article 1.
Yuill Nicola; Yvonne Rogers; and Jochen Rick (2013). Pass the iPad: collaborative creating and
sharing in family groups. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems (CHI '13). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 941–950. https://doi.org/10.1145/
2470654.2466120.
Technologies for Enhancing Collocated Social Interaction: Review of Design...
